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King County Agriculture Commission
10 Year Vision

Introduction
King County has some of the best conditions for farming in the country, if not the world: highly productive river
bottom soils; a large population interested in local food production; a climate that provides temperatures for an
almost year round growing season; and rains that leave relatively small irrigation requirements. Carnation Farm
once had the world record for milk production; two Snoqualmie Valley families had the national record for milk
production on individual farms. The City of Bellevue exists where there was once a bounty of strawberry yields
produced by Japanese farmers before World War II. In 1940, King County produced the most lettuce of any
county in the nation. This climate is what made Whidbey Island set the national record for bushels of wheat
produced per acre. As one farmer has said: “With every inch of rain that drops here, I get an extra ton of corn
and it doesn’t cost me a dime…”

King County has a remarkable history of public actions to preserve farmlands and markets and to encourage
farming within the county. In the 1979 voters approved the Farmland Preservation Program (FPP) while at the
same time fighting to preserve the Pike Place Market. The FPP has successfully preserved almost 13,000 acres
of prized farmland for this and future generations. In 1985, the King County Comprehensive Plan designated
approximately 40,000 acres as Agricultural Production Districts, where much of commercial farming occurs.
The Current Use Taxation is another program that has proven to be an important way to ensure that farmland
remains in agricultural use.

The Agriculture Commission was established in 1994 to support active oversight of these lands by the County,
and to promote a healthy agricultural economy. Among it’s many accomplishments, the Commission played a
critical role in establishing the Puget Sound Fresh and Farmlink programs and continues to find ways to enhance
local markets and develop opportunities that encourage a new generation of farmers. Through these efforts, a
good base of land has been preserved for farming.

But more work is needed. Good farmlands not preserved continue to be lost to new development, and farming
can be difficult in a rapidly urbanizing county. While the urban area provides a thriving market potential, it also
poses many threats to local agriculture. Major steps need to be taken to insure that the county’s efforts provide
the basis for increasing local food production in a world where the benefits of local food supply are increasing
on a daily basis.
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Goals:

Overall goals
1. To preserve agricultural lands within King County’s Agricultural Production Districts and

Rural Areas; and

2. To promote and nurture the business of farming in King County for this and future
generations.

10 year goals.

The Vision More Farmers Farming
1. Promote Access to Farmland

How might we achieve the goal?

 Conduct an economic analysis of purchasing additional development rights on
lands where development rights have already been acquired by the County to
reduce sub dividing

 Draft criteria suggesting that applicants be asked to describe how farming will
continue on their land for the foreseeable future

 Give farmers who agree to participate in the farm link/farm mentoring program,
which matches new farmers with retiring farmers (described below), special
consideration in the evaluation of the property

 Work on ways to keep FPP land in active farming, especially when FPP land
changes hands.

 Include a sizable amount of funds to acquire additional development rights in
King County in next major funding initiative for the purpose of acquiring more
farmland.

 Utilize clustering, transfer of development rights, and density bonuses to
encourage landowners to keep their lands in agricultural use

 Work on home size issues as related to affordability on Ag zoned land.

2. Support Intergenerational Transfer of Farmland and Ag Knowledge

How might we achieve the goal?

 Develop a partnership with FarmLink and other appropriate groups to find
farmers for County owned land

 Link the FPP program and FarmLink more closely

 Increase support and funding for the FarmLink Program
 Develop a “mentoring” program which would provide an opportunity for

experienced farmers to share their knowledge and resources with new farmers.
 Work with the existing high school and other vocational programs to create

training programs for new farmers.
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3. Develop a demonstration farm (or several farms on smaller sites) to serve as testing
sites for research and technical assistance on high intensity urban fringe farming.
The farm(s) would also provide public education to teach citizens about farming.

How might we achieve the goal?

 The public benefits could include: making land available to beginning farmers,
skills training for beginning farmers, promotion and training of sustainable
agricultural practices, public education about organic farming or other
conservation practice

4. Expand the existing tax incentive programs to provide further benefit to farmers

How might we achieve the goal?

 Require that land (already or ASAP) be enrolled in Current Use Taxation
(CUT) program to be eligible for the Farmland Preservation Program.

 Work with Assessor’s office to develop a marketing program for CUT
 Work with the Assessor’s Office in an advisory role to develop policies

that improve agriculture activities.

The vision Our Farmers will Have More Market Opportunities
1. Develop new food markets and using Puget Sound Fresh as a tool

How might we achieve the goal?

 Increase farmers markets and CSAs as needed
 Develop cooperatives for small farmers to access institutions
 Develop scale appropriate slaughter facilities for livestock owners
 Facilitate emerging ethnic specialty markets

2. Develop secondary markets for added farm revenue:

How might we achieve the goal?

 Biofuels
 Manure
 Agro-tourism

3. Expand partnerships with other counties in the Puget Sound Region

How might we achieve the goal?

 Focus on Farming with Snohomish County
 Puget Sound meat project
 Puget Sound Fresh

4. Continue to provide education related to agriculture

How might we achieve the goal?

 Continue to work with the Cooperative Extension Service to make sure King
County farmers have dedicated agents for horticulture and livestock, and
sufficient resources from a statewide dairy team

 Fund an endowment that would provide grants to conduct specific research,
technical assistance and education programs that would benefit local farmers:
energy efficiency, waste stream markets, ethnic products, etc…
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The Vision Our Regulations will be more Farm and Food Friendly
1. Continue to look at regulations

How might we achieve the goal?

 Continue regulatory reform, with a particular emphasis on the cost of building
permit fees, the time it takes to acquire building permits for farm-related
structures, and drainage maintenance.

 Continue to streamline permits and coordinate regulations among local, state and
federal agencies.

 Allow temporary housing for farm workers.
 Continue to review proposed policies and regulations prior to adoption, and

existing policies and regulations that have a substantial impact on farmers
 Analyze how upslope regulations and innovative technologies could reduce field

inundation and improve drainage.
 Enhance the Agricultural Ditch Assistance Program (ADAP, aka, Fish and Ditch)

to reduce costs and lead times.

2. Continue to identify additional ways in which the zoning code could be amended to
preserve the integrity of the farmland while allowing greater flexibility to farmers
in developing commercial uses that support agricultural production.

How might we achieve the goal?

 Continue to develop more flexible ways to enhance on site sales of agricultural
products.

3. Expand services that help farmers receive better, more efficient service from King
County.

How might we achieve the goal?

 Continue problem solving, workshops and outreach by Ag Permit Team
 Expand farmbudsman services.
 Provide direct access to KCD farm planners…

4. Assistance in completing permit processes at the local, state, and federal level

How might we achieve the goal?

 Information about available tax incentive programs;
 Assistance in working with the Conservation District to complete farm plans.
 Provide information about available grants, loans, or other forms of governmental

assistance.
 Provide information about regulatory requirements.
 Cooperate with other regulatory agencies to improve and streamline regulations

5. More closely monitor the activities in the Agricultural Production Districts

How might we achieve the goal?

 Increase GIS mapping of activities and uses
 Increase communications with land owners
 Work with other agencies to coordinate efforts to encourage more farming

in the APDs
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The Vision The Threats to Agriculture will be Diminished
1. Look for ways to adapt to and help reduce the effects of climate change.

How might we achieve the goal?

 Develop innovative ways to increase the water supply (Water storage ponds,
reclaimed water etc.) for irrigation.

 Improve drainage systems through the APDs
 Develop growing techniques that are more adaptable to climate variations (i.e.

greenhouses)
 Improve programs that allow farmers to protect themselves from wildfires

2. Develop a regional effort to reduce the impacts of growth

How might we achieve the goal?

 Educate cities and agencies on the importance of agriculture
 Encourage participation of Ag interests when projects such as road expansions

are being planned
 Encourage participation of Ag interests on planning boards
 Partner with neighboring counties and the State to coordinate policies and

regulations
 The remaining prime farmlands in the Urban Growth Area should be evaluated

for their potential value for food production. Those areas that could continue to
perform small-scale agricultural activities, such as market gardens, livestock
operations, community pea patches, or as educational or research farms, shall
be zoned for agriculture.

 Create Right To Farm legislation

3. Expand a regional effort to enhance Ag

How might we achieve the goal?

 Focus on Farming
 Develop programs with NW Ag Business Center
 Continue to support Puget Sound Fresh

4. Clearly define what Agriculture is

How might we achieve the goal?

 With other counties, organizations and the State to develop a vision of what Ag
is.

 Work with local farmers to define Ag uses
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SWOT Analysis

Strengths Weaknesses Opportunities Threats

Easy access to a large
market

Too much land
underutilized

Increased market access
(more CSAs, farmers
markets)

Land speculation growth
of cities

Lots of direct marketing
opportunities

Too much wet land;
Flooding

Developing new products (
value added)

Lack of capital for
beginning growers

Mild climate allows for a
long growing season

Lack of infrastructure Selling to institutions
(schools, restaurants etc.)

High cost of land

Diverse crop and animal
production

Regulatory issues Agritourisim Availability of water for
irrigation

Best soil in the country Traffic issues Educational opportunities
(school tours)

Conversion of ag land to
non ag uses

Lots of technical assistance Lack of labor Grass fed meats Mansions?

There is still enough land to
provide a significant amount
of food for County residents

No affordable worker
housing

Cideries Horses?

Ability to charge what the
product is worth

More expensive to get
into farming

Ability to address food
safety concerns (putting a
face on food)

Urban Sprawl

Selling directly to the
consumer

Lots of small parcels Sheep and goats for ethnic
markets

Flooding

Good grass growing Funding programs
(Farmlink)

Biofuels? Large scale restoration
projects?

Puget Sound Fresh Lack of understanding
about Ag in the County
(many people think there
is no Ag; or more than
there is; or that we have
large exports, etc)

Climate change Transportation projects.

Strong consumer interest in
local food

Obstacles to Drainage

Mitigation Projects

Climate change

Department of Natural Resources and Parks
Appendix A 2009 FARMS Report

Water and Land Resources Division

201 S. Jackson Street, Suite 600

Seattle, WA 98104

Steve Evans
Steve.evans@kingcounty.gov

mailto:Steve.evans@kingcounty.gov
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Ag • ri • cul • ture (noun) 

[Date: 15th century; Etymology: 

Middle English, from Middle French, 

from Latin agricultura, from ager 

field + cultura cultivation]: 

The science, art, or practice of 

cultivating the soil, producing crops, 

and raising livestock and in varying 

degrees the preparation and 

marketing of the resulting products. 

–from Merriam-Webster Dictionary 
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Executive Summary 

 
On July 1, 2008 the King County Council adopted Ordinance 16172 calling for a study be 

conducted “to address the future of agriculture” in the County’s zoned agriculture 

production districts (APDs). The King County Agriculture Commission with the aid of the 

King County Ag Programs staff within the Department of Natural Resources and Parks 

(DNRP) was charged with the task of completing this report dubbed the FARMS Report or 

Future of Agriculture: Realize Meaningful Solutions Report by January 1, 2010. The 

Ordinance 16172 also required the farming community’s input to be included in the study’s 

planning process.  As a result, the County held five public meetings and conducted a mail-in 

and online survey to collect the input of local farmers. This professional project of a 

University of Washington graduate student is a contribution to the larger FARMS Report. 

This report focuses specifically on identifying the farmers’ perceptions of farming in King 

County based on the collected feedback.  

 A combination of quantitative and qualitative analysis of the farmer’s survey 

responses and public meeting comments are categorized into three general themes: (1) 

major challenges farmers confront, (2) emerging trends in farming and (3) needed 

resources and services to keep farming viable in the county. The themes identified reflect 

the perceptions of farmers through the compilation of comments from 89 surveys and over 

170 public meeting participants. A comparison of the findings to Washington State’s The 

Future of Farming: Strategic Plan for Washington Agriculture 2020 and Beyond (2009) and 

King County’s Forest and Farms Report (1996) demonstrate that the barriers farmers 

identified are not longstanding and necessarily unique to King County.  The report also 

reviews commonly used agriculture protection regulations and policies in United States 

and takes a historical look at the rural landscape in King County and agriculture 

programming implemented in King County over the past several decades.  The report 

findings are solely based on the farmers’ perceptions which are not necessarily in 

alignment with the general public’s views on agriculture. Their views and opinions are at 

times contrary to other county priorities. For example, some farmers expressed deep 
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frustration with environmental regulations which they believe are an infringement on their 

property rights and impede their operations. However, agriculture is a major contributor to 

environmental issues (i.e. poor water quality, polluted soils, habitat destruction, etc.) and 

County, State and Federal regulations have been established to protect this public interest. 

Further compounding the issue, there is also a paradox within themes identified. While 

farmers are concerned with the protection of property rights, they at the same time feel the 

county should be more invested in agriculture through providing financial assistance and 

other resources for farmers. Herein lies the challenge of striking a balance between 

justifying public support for agriculture and protecting the private business interests of 

farmers. This report offers an opportunity to expand the discussion and debate about the 

future of agriculture in King County.  

 In the face of increasing budgetary constraints, the County has begun to question 

their role in agriculture protection programming. In the fall of 2008, staff supporting the 

King County Ag programs was slated to be cut from the County’s annual budget. 

Fortunately, the Agriculture Commission, representatives of organizations and agencies 

greatly impacted by the decision (i.e. neighborhood farmers’ markets) and residents, both 

urban and rural, spoke out against the cut at a series of public hearings. As the County 

continues to determine its future role in agriculture, it should consider the challenges 

farmers confront as described in this report. Farmers’ ability to comprehend the intricacies 

of the local regulations and maneuver through the permitting system are dependent on the 

support and assistance the local government provides. Conversely, as a regulatory body, 

the County itself needs to increase its understanding of farming operations and related 

land use needs. For example, agricultural commercial buildings are used differently than 

commercial buildings in urban settings and thus universal codes, largely tailored for urban 

uses, can be a hindrance to farming operations and their overall economic viability. 

Without the appropriate staff and programming focused on agriculture within the local 

government, these needs will easily be overlooked. Over thirty years ago the County 

recognized the economic and cultural significance of its agriculture sector and sought to 

protect it through what is now a comprehensive program. To remove its support now 
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would be to the detriment of not only the farmers as well as the urban population but also 

farming communities in metropolitan areas throughout the country who turn to King 

County as a leader and pioneer of agriculture protection. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

 For over forty years, King County and its residents have recognized the importance 

of keeping farming viable in the county.1 With public support, local planning and 

policymaking has worked to protect some of the most fertile lands for agriculture from 

being developed and has promoted the business of farming. However, due to an intricate 

web of regulatory control at multiple governmental levels (i.e. federal, state and county), 

financial constraints, encroaching development from the urban fringe, and rising 

environmental concerns, King County farmers are challenged today to remain in the 

agriculture industry. On July 1, 2008, the King County Council adopted Ordinance 16172. 

The resulting report will address the viability of farming in the county and the continued 

protection of farmland. Section 9 of the ordinance provides the details of this request:  

A. The department of natural resources and parks and the King County agriculture commission shall 

convene a planning process to address the future of agriculture in the agricultural production 

districts ("APDs"). Participants in this planning process should include representatives from the 

department of development and environmental services, the King Conservation District and property 

owners representing a diversity of interests in the APD. 

 

B. By no later than January 1, 2010, the department and the agriculture commission shall provide the 

council a report relating to the future of agriculture within the APDs, as well as recommendations for 

legislation regarding the allowed size of agricultural accessory buildings. 

 

The County’s Agriculture Commission, with the aid of the King County Ag Programs staff 

within the Department of Natural Resources and Parks (DNRP), is charged with the task of 

completing this report dubbed the FARMS Report or Future of Agriculture: Realize 

Meaningful Solutions Report. The Agriculture Division’s FARMS study team has identified 

six main questions to be addressed in the report. The questions are: 

1. What specific agricultural activities will most likely contribute to the economic stability of 

the county’s farm sector? 

                                                           
1
 The terms “County” and “county” are frequently used throughout this report. “County” refers to the government 

entity and department and services provided by the jurisdiction; “county” refers to the general public, providing a 

geographic boundary. 
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2. How can we continue to preserve the agricultural lands within the APDs and rural areas in 

the future? 

3. How can we nurture and promote the business of farming for the future? 

4. What should be the allowed size of an “agricultural accessory building?” 

5. What is the role of King County and other agencies (i.e. King Conservation District) in 

supporting farming in the future? 

6. What are the potential funding sources, and how might these and existing funding sources be 

allocated to support agriculture in the future? 

 

 Recognizing the report’s potential impact on the farming community, the county 

agriculture commission and staff have sought the opinions of the farming community 

through a series of public meetings and a questionnaire. As a component of the larger 

FARMS Report, this report provides an analysis of the primary data collected from these 

two survey instruments.  

 This report’s methodology (Chapter 3) is a combination of quantitative and 

qualitative analysis of farmers’ feedback. Through compiling the open-ended comments 

collected from the surveys and noting frequencies, the farmers’ comments are broken into 

three general themes: (1) major concerns and challenges, (2) emerging trends or 

adaptations in the farming industry and (3) needed resources and services. The findings 

(Chapter 4) provide a synopsis of each theme identified and are solely representative of the 

farmers’ feedback.  A discussion (Chapter 5) follows that draws comparison between the 

report’s findings to two studies of similar focus: Washington State’s The Future of Farming: 

Strategic Plan for Washington Agriculture 2020 and Beyond (2009) and King County’s Forest 

and Farms Report (1996).  

 The analysis of farmers’ perceptions is complemented by background research 

(Chapter 2) in an effort to provide context to the identified themes. This context is 

developed through constructing a timeline of King County’s role in preserving farming and 

farmland and describing current land use and farm operation conditions. Additionally, this 

section includes a discussion of farmland preservation efforts at the local level throughout 

the United States. 
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The findings in this report are intended to provide the King County Council, the 

Agriculture Commission, the Department of Natural Resources and other county 

departments (e.g. Department of Development and Environmental Services) and non-

governmental agencies (e.g. King Conservation District) with a critical look at the farmers’ 

perspective of the future of the agriculture industry in the county. The information can 

assist the County as they determine what the local government’s potential role is in 

preserving farms and farming. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix B    2009 FARMS REPORT



 

7 

 

Chapter 2: Background 

This chapter reviews commonly used agriculture protection regulations and policies 

in United States and takes a historical look at the rural landscape in King County and 

agriculture programming implemented in King County over the past several decades.  This 

background research provides the context for the findings presented later in the report. 

The research familiarized the author with King County’s past and current agriculture sector 

which was critical in analyzing the farmers’ survey and public meeting comments. 

 While King County, Washington is more known for its thriving metropolitan areas 

and industrial sector, agriculture has also played a significant role in its 150 year history. 

Founded in 1852, King County saw little agriculture activity until the arrival of white 

settlers. By 1946, the county contained over 6,400 acres of farmland (Washington State, 

1956). Primarily serving the local growing metropolitan population, the county had 

numerous dairy cooperatives as well as vegetable and fruit producers. During World War 

II, war-supporting industries such as Boeing flourished, and the county saw a population 

increase from 505,000 in 1940 to 733,000 in 1950. This 45 percent increase was the 

beginning of population growth that would cause remarkable changes to today’s rural 

landscape. 

 Along with several other metropolitan counties (i.e. Carroll County, Maryland) 

throughout the United States, King County turned to land use planning as a mechanism to 

protect farmland from being further developed as early as the 1960s. Before providing a 

historical account of King County’s agriculture protection efforts and existing farmland 

conditions, a discussion of the land use controls designed to protect farming is first 

presented. 

Overview of Agriculture Protection Programming 

In addition to development pressure and rising land values common in the past 

century, farmers near the urban fringe face a unique set of challenges in contrast to farms 

not near a metropolitan area. The “urban fringe” is part of a metropolitan county or region 

that is sparsely developed (less than two houses an acre) through low-density 
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development of houses, road, commercial structures and utility. This landscape often caters 

to urban users, such individuals working in the city while “living in the country,” while 

providing the impetus for further growth (Heimlich and Anderson, 2001, p. 2). The close 

proximity to concentrated urban land uses (i.e. 10-40 miles) and the blurred line between 

urban and rural in which there is a mix of nonfarm neighbors dispersed in large open 

spaces predominantly used for agriculture purposes create conflicts between the different 

land users. Daniels and Bowers note several problems that are well-known to farming 

communities near the urban fringe across the country. They are as follows (1997, p. 5): 

 

1. Developers bid up land prices beyond what farmers can afford and tempt farmers to sell 

their land for development. 

2. The greater number of people living in or next to the country side heightens the risk of 

confrontation between farmers and non farmers. 

3. Complaints increase from nonfarm neighbors about manure smells, chemical sprays, noise, 

dust, and slow-moving farm machinery on commuter roads. 

4. Farmers suffer crop and livestock loss from trespass, vandalism, and dog attacks. 

Stormwater runoff from housing developments washes across farmland, causing erosion, 

and competition for water supplies increases. 

5. As farmers become more of a minority in their communities, nuisance ordinances may be 

passed, restricting farming practices and in effect making farming too difficult to continue. 

6. As farms are developed, farm support businesses are pushed out. Remaining farmers stop 

investing in their farms as they expect to sell their land for development in the near future. 

7. Open space becomes harder to find, the local economy changes, and rural character fades. 

 What is apparent in this set of problems is that farming near the urban fringe is a 

two-pronged issue. First, as described in the previous section, the farmland itself is under 

threat of being converted into non-farm uses, as evident from the declining supply of 

farmland. Second, agriculture as a business is threatened as farming communities compete 

with urban interests and operations became less and less profitable. The public meeting 

comments and survey responses collected for this study reveal that the problems outlined 

by Daniels and Bowers are challenging King County farmers today. For instance, farmers 

are concerned about increasingly high costs of land, incompatible land uses nearby, loss of 
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infrastructure and businesses supporting farming, and low priority of rural interests and 

needs in a predominantly urban county (see Chapter 4). 

In the wake of the declining amount of prime farmland in urban areas, local 

governments have designed and implemented a range of land use tools and policies to 

protect farmland as well as lessen the impact of urbanization on farming operations.  Tools 

such as agriculture zoning, differential tax assessment programs, transfer and purchase of 

development rights (TDR/PDR), and right-to-farm laws first came into use in the 1970s. 

Table 2 provides a description of the various tools utilized by local governments to protect 

farmland and also notes which tools are utilized in King County. Today, these tools are have 

become commonplace for metropolitan farming areas across the nation working to protect 

their agriculture sector. 

Table 1: Land Use Tools for Agriculture Protection
2
 

Tool Description King County 

Agriculture 
Districts 

A voluntary formation of a district by 
landowners. Landowners sign a petition to 
enroll land in a district for a designated 
amount of time. Landowners in the district 
may receive incentives such as tax relief, 
exemption from local nuisance ordinances 
and limitation of extension of public services 
(e.g. sewer). No restrictions are placed on 
land uses. 

Not applied. 

Agriculture 
Zoning 

Zoning designed specifically to limit 
development and promote agriculture uses. 
Regulates minimum lot sizes, permitted land 
uses, setback and subdivision requirements. 
Definition of agriculture uses varies 
according to each zoning ordinance. 

In 1985, the King County Comprehensive 
Plan designated approximately 40,000 
acres as “agriculture production 
districts.” The five districts are managed 
within the County’s zoning ordinance. 

Comprehensive 
Planning 

Plan guiding a community’s long-term 
growth. The goals and objectives can include 
agriculture protection measures.  

Mandated by Washington State’s Growth 
Management Act, the King County 
Comprehensive Plan includes a rural 
element to conserve and enhance the 
county’s rural communities and resource 
lands including agriculture.  

Conservation 
Easement 

A voluntary legal document that restricts 
specified activities to protect open space 
uses such as farming.  The easement is 
perpetual and runs with the land. Easements 
are granted by property owner to a 
conservation agency or government agency. 

Four land trusts exist in King County. 
They include: Cascade Land Conservancy, 
PCC Farmland Trust, Save Habitat and 
Diversity of Wetlands Organization, 
Vashon-Maury Island Land Trust 

                                                           
2
 Descriptions written by author. Sources: Coughlin, 1981; Daniels and Bowers, 1997; Toner, 1978. 
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Tool Description King County 

Differential 
Assessment 

Property tax breaks provided wherein 
farmland is valued for its current use rather 
than highest and best use. The difference in 
assessed value between the highest and best 
use and the agriculture use determines the 
tax break. There are three types of 
differential assessment: pure preferential, 
deferred taxation and restrictive 
agreements. 

Washington State adopted the Open 
Space Taxation Act in 1970 allowing the 
County Assessor to value property at 
current use. 

Purchase of 
Development 
Rights (PDR) 

Voluntary sale of a piece of property’s 
development rights in which the 
development rights are designated to a 
receiving area. The land sold from the PDRs 
is restricted to agriculture uses. 

County established the Farm 
Preservation Program in 1979 through a 
$50 million voter-approved bond. 95% of 
the property must remain undeveloped. 
Over 13,200 acres have been protected to 
date. 

Right-to-Farm 
Legislation 

Legal protection for farmers from nuisance 
suits for standard farming practices such as 
odors, noise and slow machinery on roads. 

There has been effort to adopt a county 
right-to-farm law. Other Washington 
counties (i.e.  Snohomish) have such 
ordinances. 

Transfer of 
Development 
Rights (TDR) 

Voluntary sale of a piece of property’s 
development rights to a government agency 
or land trust. Land is restricted to 
agriculture uses. 

Due to the locally supported PDR 
program, TDRs have not been utilized for 
farmland protection. 

 

Widely adopted by metropolitan areas throughout the country, these land use tools 

vary from being incentive-based through tools encouraging producers to stay in the 

business of farming (i.e. tax breaks) to regulatory-based tools limiting and controlling 

development. Though some tools, such as agriculture zoning, are more commonly used 

than others, it is critical to note that no single tool alone can successfully protect the 

agriculture sector. Daniels and Bowers emphasize it is, a package of tools and policies 

designed to address the specific needs of the community that increases the success of an 

agriculture protection program (p. 103). Furthermore, an integrated approach that 

recognizes the competing and supporting interests within a metropolitan region, such as 

ensuring housing and employment opportunities, providing utilities and public services, 

protecting environmentally sensitive areas and remaining fiscally secure, contribute to a 

program’s success (Coughlin, 1981, p. 26; Toner, 1978, p. 4).  

Without the support of the general public and local officials, farmland protection 

programming derives little success for the farmer. While protecting farmland and 
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agriculture activities are the primary goals of these programs, secondary objectives such as 

protecting natural habitats, preserving agrarian heritage and providing recreational 

opportunities also play a role in generating the much-needed political will for successful 

agriculture protection programming. A host of studies analyzing the effectiveness of 

agriculture preservation programming note the importance of considering the array of 

private and public benefits in program development (Deaton et. al., 2003; Duke and Aull-

Hyde, 2002; Lynch and Musser, 2001; Kline and Wichelns, 1996). The impact of secondary 

objectives on farming is evident in this study from the public meeting comments and 

survey responses. Farmers noted emerging trends in their operations to meet local market 

demands such as developing “agriculture tourism” opportunities and adopting 

conservation management practices such as salmon recovery efforts (see Chapter 4). 

Though the list of tools shown in Table 1 were first developed by local governments over 

thirty years ago and still remain the primary tools used farmland protection today, 

planning practitioners and scholars are continually evaluating their effectiveness and 

seeking ways to meet the range of goals while maximizing the public and private benefits. 

King County’s Changing Rural Landscape 

 The first half of the twentieth century saw a continual growth in King County’s 

agriculture land base. Land originally cleared for logging purposes was sold off in 10-, 20- 

and 40- acre plots to farmers that primarily produced for the local population. Land that 

was cultivated for farmland was primarily located near the new settlements, due to the 

accessibility, and in valleys where the soil quality was most fertile and required little 

irrigation. By 1945, King County reached a peak of 6,495 farms cultivating 165,635 acres 

(U.S. Census of Agriculture); however, by 1954, the county lost nearly 20,000 acres to non-

agriculture uses. Referring to the nine-year decline, Washington State Department of 

Agriculture reported “… area in farms and number of farms have been decreasing. This 

indicates some abandonment of farming for other employment, and the increasing use of 

some land for residences and industrial purposes. In recent years considerable farmland in 

the Duwamish, Green and Sammamish Valleys has been taken out of agriculture” (1956, p. 
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28). According to the Census of Agriculture, the amount of farmland continued to decline 

over the next few decades. The post-WWII boom in population led to two-thirds of 

farmland being consumed by sprawling development within a thirty-year period 

(Calthorpe and Fulton, 2001, p. 160). During this severe loss in farmland from 1945 to 

1974, King County’s population more than doubled. In order to accommodate the growth, 

existing municipalities expanded and 15 new suburban communities incorporated 

(Reinartz, 2002, p. 9).  

Figure 1 depicts the county’s increase and decrease of farmland over the past century. 3 

Figure 1 

 

 In 1945, agriculture land accounted for 12 percent of the county’s land mass.  As of 

2007, it has been reduced to four percent. Figure 2 provides a comparison of the number 

                                                           
3
 The Census of Agriculture has changed the definition of a “farm” nine times since 1850 when it was first 

established. The number of farms and acreage in farms has varied as a result. The current definition, last revised in 

1974, is “a farm is any place from which $1,000 or more of agricultural products were produced and sold, or 

normally would have been sold, during the census year” (USDA, 2007, p. vii). However, the Census also states: “this 

includes farms with sales of less than $1,000 but having the potential for sales of $1,000 or more. Some of these 

farms had no sales in the census year. It provides information on all report form items for farms that normally 

would be expected to sell agricultural products of $1,000 or more.” In general, data prior to 1974 is not fully 

comparable to 1969 and earlier census years. 
 

Source: Census of Agriculture 
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farms according to their size between 1954 and 2007 and shows that the loss severely 

impacted smaller size farms that accounted for a majority of the farms. Overall, there has 

been a 65 percent decrease in the number of acres farmed since the mid-1940s. 

Figure 2 

 

  

 King County recognized early on the detrimental effect sprawl was having on the 

county’s stock of agriculture land and began implementing farmland protection measures 

in the 1960s to thwart sprawl from consuming more land. These efforts are evident 

between 1974 and 2007 when the amount of farmland declined by only 14 percent—the 

portion of county land used for agriculture purposes remained at four percent for over 

thirty years (see Table 2).  

Table 2: Historical Trends of Acres Farmed and Number of Farms 

Farms 1945 1954 1974 2007 

# of farms 6,495 5,181 1,022 1,790 

Acres of farmland 165,635 145,111 51,368 49,285 

% of total county land 12% 11% 4% 4% 

Source: Census of Agriculture 
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King County’s Agriculture Protection Programming 

The 1960s saw the first formal efforts to protect farming in King County.  The King 

County Comprehensive Plan in 1964 by identified areas for continued agriculture use by 

stating the goal of “protection of certain agricultural flood-plain, forest and mineral 

resource areas from urban type development” (p. II-4). Soon to follow, in 1965 the Puget 

Sound Governmental Conference (PSGC) formed through electing officials and the adoption 

of a regional comprehensive plan that included four policies concerning preservation of 

agriculture. Providing a springboard for farmland preservation programming at the local 

government level, the policies focused on promoting local governments to adopt 

agriculture zoning, endorsement of a current use taxation program and establishing 

guidelines for preserving a supply of farmland based on soil quality and other conditions 

appropriate for agriculture.  

Over the next ten years several studies were conducted at the regional and county 

level to evaluate the land use and economic conditions in regard to agriculture. The first of 

those studies was published in 1974 by PSGC; the Regional Agriculture, Land Use Technical 

Study focused on farming conditions and issues in King, Kitsap, Pierce and Snohomish 

counties. Examining the regional costs and benefits of agriculture and what means are 

necessary to keep agriculture viable, this early study’s purpose resembles many of the 

similar concerns that today’s FARMS Report intends to address. Additionally—and perhaps 

more importantly—the study highlights that, in order for the agriculture sector to remain 

viable, successful programming includes a two-pronged approach: the preservation of 

farmland and the promotion of agriculture activities. According to the study:  

…the maintenance of agriculture involves two separate endeavors: the maintenance of a land base 

and the use of that land base. The preservation of prime agricultural land without promoting 

agricultural use will result in extensive tracts of idle, unproductive land. Conversely, the promotion of 

agricultural activity would be a pointless gesture without an adequate land base for the activity. 

(PSGC, p. 73)  
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The interest of preserving farmland was not solely government interest. Through 

the rise of public concern, the King County Council adopted a series of ordinances and 

motions by the King County Council calling for further protection measures. They include: 

• Ordinance 1096 to establish a policy that “Class II and III soils having 

agricultural potential and other classified or unclassified land presently being 

farmed shall be reserved for current and anticipated needs” (1/10/1972) 

• Ordinance 1839 “to preserve prime agricultural lands and significant other 

farmlands in the open space system” by setting criteria for preservation and 

implementation policies (11/05/1973) 

• Motion 2251 to establish a moratorium on the further development of county 

agriculture land (12/22/1975) 

• Motion 2252 for the “development of policy and programs which protect King 

County agricultural lands” (12/22/1975) 

• Ordinance 3064 establishing eight agricultural districts in which the approval of 

permit applications, new sewer connections  and public projects did not 

adversely affect agriculture in the districts (1/31/1977) 

• Ordinance 4341 calls for elections to authorize the “issuance of general 

obligation bonds” for the acquisition of development rights of farmland meeting 

the County’s eligibility requirements  (6/18/1979) 

 As a result of increasing public and government interest, the County’s Office of 

Agriculture was directed to research, develop and implement programming to address the 

problems confronting farmers.  For example, Motion 2252 prompted the Department of 

Planning and Community Development to conduct the King County Agriculture Study: 

Economic Factors Affecting King County Agriculture Production (1976); the study provides 

extension documentation of the economic conditions and trends in agriculture. Soon to 

follow was the Purchase of Development Rights to Retain Agricultural Lands: An Economic 

Study conducted during the ordinance 2251’s moratorium on development, informing the 

County to consider placing a bond issue in support of a PDR program (1978). As a result, a 
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$50 million voter-approved bond4 was passed in 1979, and the County PDR program, 

Farmland Preservation Program, was established. Throughout the 1980s the County 

acquired development rights to protect 12,600 acres of farmland through the program. 

County efforts to protect farmland expanded when the 1985 King County Comprehensive 

Plan designated approximately 40,000 acres as Agriculture Products Districts (APDs). The 

APDs are intended to be long-term designations in which agriculture should be the 

principal land use within the APD and land uses adjacent to APDs should be designed to 

limit conflicts with agriculture. The five areas zoned as APDs (see Figure 3) were determined 

through the following criteria to increase their potential to remain as agriculture use: 

1. Soils are capable of productive agriculture (Class II and III soils); 

2. Land is undeveloped or contains only farm-related structures; 

3. Parcel sizes are predominantly 10 acres or larger; and 

4. Much of the land is used for agriculture, or has been in agricultural use in the recent past. (King 

County Comprehensive Plan, 1985, p. 113) 

                                                           
4
 A $35 million bond was first put on the ballot in 1978 with 59.77% in favor—narrowly missing the 60% required 

vote. An extensive public-media campaign was conducted by a citizen-based group, Save Our Local Farmlands 

Committee, and the $50 million bond was passed November 6
th

, 1979 with 62.96% votes (Save Our Local 

Farmlands Committee, 1979). 
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Figure 3: King County Agricultural Areas
5
 

 

   *Areas zoned as “A” (agricultural) and “RA” (rural area) also include farmland; however, these areas do not have 

the long-term designations as intended in the APDs (King County Comprehensive Plan 1985, p. 114). 

 

 While the County’s efforts from the 1960s through the 1980s essentially thwarted 

the consumption of farmland by protecting a fertile land base from development, a 

combination of social, economic and regulatory factors have continued to reduce the 

profitability of farming in the county over the last few decades. Recognizing the need to 

address these barriers, the County has continually expanded its programming. In 1996, 

DNRP hired a consulting team to conduct the Farm and Forest Report, a study detailing the 

specific barriers farmers faced and strategies the County could carry out to address those 

challenges. Many of the barriers described in the report are still prevalent today as evident 
                                                           
5
 Map created by author. GIS layers provided by King County GIS Center through Washington State Geospatial Data 

Archival (WAGDA). 
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in the findings section. Informed by extensive community outreach efforts, a series of 

programs have since continued or expanded. They include: 

• Agriculture Drainage Assistance Program (ADAP): provides technical and 

financial assistance for farmers who need agricultural ditch maintenance. 

• Agriculture Commission: A body of representatives that have expertise and 

interest in the agriculture sector. Commissioners work directly with public 

officials, county staff, farm producers and citizens on policies and regulations 

influencing and impacting farming. 

• Puget Sound Fresh (PSF): helps connect farmers to urban consumers and 

businesses through marketing and promotional activities for direct marketing 

opportunities (i.e. farmers markets and CSAs6). Now managed by Cascade 

Harvest Coalition.  

• FarmLink: matches retiring farmers with current or new farmers for mentoring. 

Now managed by Cascade Harvest Coalition. 

• Livestock Management Program: assists farmers in meeting the Livestock 

Management Ordinance (K.C.C.21A.30) requirements of protecting 

environmental qualities (i.e. water quality) from the impact of livestock. 

 The above summary of programming is not wholly representative of all efforts being 

made to protect farming. Other agencies have worked in conjunction with the County or 

through individual efforts to ensure farming remains a viable sector in the county. Agencies 

such as King Conservation District, Washington State University (WSU) King County 

Extension, Natural Resources Conservation Service and the Farm Service Agency, to name a 

few, have made considerable contributions to the countywide wide effort to protect 

farming. 

                                                           
6
 CSAs or “community supported agriculture” connect residents directly to farmers through a subscription program 

where residents pay farmers early in the year and later receive a monthly or weekly supply of fresh produce in the 

growing season. 
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King County Farmland Today 

Today, there are 1,790 farms cultivating 49,285 acres of farmland in King County (USDA, 

2007). The five APDs now total over 42,000 acres—68 percent of the total farmland with 

13,200 acres (21 percent of total) permanently preserved through the County’s Farm 

Preservation Program. According the 2007 Census of Agriculture, total acres farmed has 

actually increased since 2002 by 18 percent (41,769 acres). In addition, the market value of 

production has also risen six percent to $127,269,000—crops sales account for 36 percent 

and livestock for 64 percent (USDA, 2007). In fact, King County now ranks 13th in the state 

in value of production—a jump from 1997’s county ranking of 16th.  Census figures 

demonstrate that the agriculture sector has continually expanded through an increasing 

number of farms, acres farmed and the value of products sold over the past fifteen years 

(see Figure 4, Figure 6, and Figure 5). 

Figure 4 

 
Source: Census of Agriculture 
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Figure 5 

 

 

Figure 6 

 

Interestingly, the steady increase of number of farms and acres farmed parallel a 

spike in the number of farms with lower market values of products sold (i.e. below 

$50,000). Meanwhile, as seen in Figure 6, the farms with higher market values (i.e. above 

$100,000) dropped during this same time period. The increase of farms with lower market 

values may be explained by the rise of small-sized farms entering the market sector (see 

Figure 8). Though this may suggest that larger farms are being subdivided, there has also 

been an overall increase in the number of acres cultivated (see Figure 4).  

Source: Census of Agriculture 

Source: Census of Agriculture 
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Figure 7 

 

Figure 8 

 

The “new” farmland may be accounted for several reasons such as being previously 

fallow, cleared forest, or sales being below the Census threshold of $1,000. While the 

County has protected farmland through land use tools such as agriculture production 

districts and purchase of development rights, the urban population’s demand for locally 

grown foods has provided an impetus for farmers to actually expand their operations. The 

growing popularity of the local food movement is evident from the increasing number of 

farmers markets, CSAs, restaurants and grocers purchasing directly from the farmers.7 

                                                           
7
 According to the Puget Sound Fresh’s 2009 Farm Guide, there are currently 39 farmers market, 29 u-pick farms, 

and seven CSAs in King County, among other direct marketing opportunities. 

Source: Census of Agriculture 

Source: Census of Agriculture 
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Chapter 3: Methodology 

In an effort to gain an understanding of the farming community’s perceptions 

regarding the future of farming in King County, a combination of quantitative and 

qualitative analysis was applied. Specifically, content analysis was used to identify themes 

through a process of interpreting and coding the data (i.e. farmers’ comments) and then 

tabulating frequencies. Prior to this analysis, however, background research was conducted 

to provide a context of the views and opinions shared by the farming community. 

A review was conducted of reports and plans documenting the past and current 

farmland preservation programming. Informed primarily by government documents, 

Chapter 2 provides a background of the County’s role in protecting farmland from being 

converted into nonfarm uses as well as promoting farming activity within the county. 

Coupled with this historical overview, a profile of today’s farming sector is provided 

through data extracted from the recently released 2007 U.S. Census of Agriculture. This 

background research was critical in familiarizing me with the county agriculture sector in 

order to effectively interpret and code the survey responses. 

In an effort to incorporate the farming community’s input into the FARMS report, 

King County staff and the Agriculture Commission developed two survey methods to collect 

community feedback: public meetings and a questionnaire.  Five public meetings were held 

through the months of January to April 2009, one in each of the various farm districts of the 

county.  Four meetings were held in a town near one of the five agriculture production 

districts; a fifth meeting was held on Vashon Island. By conducting the meetings at the 

district level, farmers were able to attend the meeting in the localities in which they 

farmed.  As a result, the public comments indicated some district-specific concerns and 

allowed for cross-comparison between the districts. Table 3 shows the meeting location and 

the number of meeting participants.  
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Table 3: Meeting Location and Attendance 

Meeting 

Location 
APD Represented Date 

# of 

Participants 

Auburn Upper and Lower Green February 12th 27 

Carnation Snoqualmie January 22nd 54 

Enumclaw Enumclaw March 12th 41 

Vashon Vashon Island* April 9th 22 

Woodinville Sammamish January 8th 22 

     *Vashon Island is not zoned as an APD. 

 Each meeting was facilitated by an Agriculture Commissioner—this provided the 

facilitator with familiarity of the attendees as well as the issues. The facilitator led an 

informal discussion on the challenges farmers face, how they have adapted their farming 

operations and what resources they needed to continue farming in King County. 

Facilitators referred to the open-ended survey questions given to each farmer to guide the 

conversation (see Appendix B). During the discussion, county staff wrote down the 

comments on poster-sized paper for participants to view. Comments were recorded on 

laptops to capture as many comments as possible.  

 A questionnaire was created to provide an alternative method of collecting the 

farmers’ input. The questionnaire included two sets of questions. The first set was designed 

to learn the general characteristics of the survey respondents and their farming operations 

while allowing for comparison to countywide figures of the recently released 2007 U.S. 

Census of Agriculture data. The second series of questions were open-ended and were 

designed to learn the issues, emerging trends in farming operations, and needed resources 

for farming in King County. The survey was distributed to all farmers at the public meetings 

and was also posted online for those unable to attend the meetings. Similar to the public 

meetings, the surveys were voluntary and reflect the opinions of individuals who were 

informed of the FARMS Report and had the interest and/or ability to participate.   
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The survey included five open-ended questions in which this analysis focuses on: 

• How is your farm operation changing? 

• What kinds of resources or services do you need to be a successful farmer in the 

future? 

• What are the trends you think are important to your operation and your industry? 

• What are your plans for your farm property in the future? 

• What concerns do you have regarding farming in King County? 

 

 Thematic content analysis of the collected feedback was used to identify the farming 

community’s perspectives of farming in King County. This form of analysis allowed me to 

examine the open-ended survey responses and reduce the extensive amount of information 

into themes. The coding procedure included breaking down the data into “precisely defined 

terms” or themes through recognizing key words or phrases, tabulating the frequencies, 

and noting whether the theme was a discussion topic at the public meetings (Leedy and 

Ormrod, 2005, 142). Based on this method of interpretation and reduction (Creswell, 1994, 

154), the following research design was applied: 

• Step 1: Each questionnaire was assigned a unique identification number (ID) to 

provide a tracking system.  This allows for repeatability and consistency as the 

researcher can retrace an indentified theme back to the original source of data.  

• Step 2: A table was created for each of the five open-ended questions on the survey 

(i.e. questions #14-18). Written responses were then assigned a thematic code 

according to the content of the response, and the survey’s ID was inserted into the 

table. These responses were then tallied (see Appendix C). 

• Step 3: The survey responses were then categorized into three major themes: (1) 

challenges and concerns, (2) emerging trends in farming operations and (3) needed 

resources and services. Each sub-category within these three was given a unique ID, 
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and the number of survey references was tallied through a new set of tables (see 

Appendix D). 

• In order to evaluate the commonalities between the two data sets, I reviewed public 

meeting notes, and if a topic (i.e. sub-category of three main themes) was discussed 

it was noted by an “X” as displayed on Table 5, 6 and 7 in Chapter 4. Frequencies of 

public meeting comments were not counted due to the informal structure of the 

meetings and the difficulty in assessing the significance. For example, a participant 

may have mentioned an issue which solicited responses from others such as head 

nods and clapping; however, the issue was not brought up a second time. Therefore, 

if frequency was used as a measure, this topic would appear to have little prevalence 

while in reality it was a significant issue. 

Figure 9 demonstrates the coding process as outlined above. The appendices include the 

tables in their entirety as well as all the survey responses collected (see Appendix C-F). 
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Figure 9: Coding Process 

 

Survey #5 (Farmer from Snoqualmie APD) 

 
 

 
From the Responses by Survey Question Matrix (Appendix C) 

 

 
From the Survey and Meeting Themes Matrix (Appendix D) 

 

 

Step 1: ID number is entered into table according 

to theme. See example below: 

Question: “How is your farm operation changing?”  

Response: “Moving from wholesale to direct 

marketing” –Survey #5 

Step 2: Response themes assigned a “Major Theme 

Code” and all responses are tallied.  

Step 3: Responses from total column for each “Major 

Theme” are entered into the second table. 

Example: Major theme “Cater to Local Market” has 

86 survey references. 

Step 4: “X” indicates when the major theme was 

discussed at the public meetings. 

 

Step 1 

 

Step 2 

 
Step 4 

 

Step 3 
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 King County staff made significant outreach efforts to include a diverse range of 

farmers throughout the county to collect feedback. Marketing tools included a postcard 

mailing, online marketing, emails sent to listserves, and personal phone calls (see Appendix 

A). Nonetheless, perceptions of meeting participants and survey respondents may not be 

entirely representative of the farming community as a whole for several reasons: 

• Environmental conditions: In early January 2009 the county experienced a record-

breaking flood. Due the severe impact flooding had on farmland and their 

operations, flooding issues were of heightened concern and therefore dominated 

public meeting discussions and survey responses for several meetings, particularly 

the Snoqualmie meeting. 

• Scheduling and location constraints: A single meeting in the evening was held in four 

APDs and Vashon, which limits the opportunity for some individuals to attend.  

• Not all racial/ethnic/cultural groups represented: Staff sought participants from a 

broad range of backgrounds, but this may not include all racial, ethnic or cultural 

groups in the farming community.8  

• Public meetings and the survey were conducted in English:  Language translation may 

have increased participation by residents who speak languages other than English. 

• Non-farmer meeting participants: Due to the public nature of the meetings, some 

meeting participants were not farmers. These individuals shared interests in 

preserving farmland in King County, and particularly, the local food movement. 

However, the views are not necessarily similar to those of a farmer. The data 

collection process noted who made the comments and culled out non-farmer 

comments. Non-farmer interests and concerns are being addressed elsewhere in the 

larger FARMS Report. 

                                                           
8
 The County outreached to Hmong farmers and provided translations at the meetings for Hmong meeting 

participants. 
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• Meeting format: Due to the informal meeting format, some individuals may have 

been hesitant to speak up and may have needed prompting by a more guided 

discussion through facilitator following an outlined series of questions.  

 Despite the limitations, consistent themes emerged from the public meeting 

discussions and returned questionnaires. Overall, there was little difference between the 

survey data versus the meeting data. Nearly all the themes identified from the survey 

analysis, as seen in Chapter 4, were discussed in each of the five public meetings. 

Furthermore, major discussion topics in the public meeting also appeared in the survey 

analysis. There were many commonalities in the feedback between the districts; that is, 

most themes are countywide and not APD-specific perspectives. Chapter 4 provides a 

summary of the survey results and a brief discussion of each of themes identified.  
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Chapter 4: Findings 

After four months of collecting surveys and conducting the five public meetings, 

comments regarding the future of farming from the farming community’s perspective were 

compiled.  There were a total of 89 surveys—representing 5 percent of 1,790 farms in the 

county. In addition, nearly 170 farmers attended the public meetings. Overall, survey 

respondents and meeting participants together represent 14 percent of the county farmers. 

Through analysis of the data from the surveys and public meetings as detailed in Chapter 3, 

three themes were identified under three main categories: (1) major concerns and 

challenges, (2) emerging trends or adaptations in the farming industry and (3) needed 

resources and services for agriculture to remain a viable industry in the county. Prior to 

discussing these findings, a look at survey respondent profiles is assessed. 

Survey Respondents 

 In addition to the open-ended questions, the survey included a series of questions to 

provide a general profile of the farmer and their farming operations. Utilizing the recent 

Census of Agriculture 2007 data to design the questions allowed for a comparison of survey 

respondent characteristics to the Census’ countywide figures.  As seen in Table 4, there are 

strong similarities between the survey sample responses and countywide Census figures. 

For example, farming is the primary occupation for 42 percent of King County farmers—a 

mere three percent difference from the survey’s result of 45 percent. Other similarities 

include farmer’s place of residence and status of land ownership. Minor differences 

between the sample and Census figures include the size of farms operators represent (see 

Figure 10). 
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Table 4: Comparison of 2007 Census King County Figures with Survey Responses 

  County % Survey %* 

# of Farms 1,790  89  

      

Farming  is primary occupation 753 42% 36 45% 

  

Farm Size (by acres)     

9 or less 802 45% 42 53% 

10-49 806 45% 21 27% 

50-179 127 7% 12 15% 

180-499 48 3% 4 5% 

500 or more 7 0.4% 0 0% 

Total 1,790 100% 79 100% 

  

Farm Ownership     

Full owner 1,494 83% 55 71% 

Part owner 164 9% 6 8% 

Tenant 132 7% 17 22% 

Total 1,790 100% 78 100% 

  

Residence     

On farm 1,524 85% 57 75% 

Off farm 266 15% 19 25% 

Total 1,790 100% 76 100% 
 *Based on the number of responses to the survey question, not the total number of surveys. 

Figure 10 
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Based on these general characteristics, the survey respondents’ population is 

relatively reflective of the larger King County population. The Census data is limited to the 

county, whereas the survey data can be disaggregated by APD. For example, 35 percent of 

survey results are from Snoqualmie APD farmers (see Figure 11). Appendix E and F provide 

all responses to the survey questions. The themes discussed in the following sections are 

noted as APD-specific or countywide issues. Despite the limitations in the dissemination 

and collection of the survey (as described in Chapter 3), the survey feedback and comments 

are fairly representative of the King County farming community as whole. 

Figure 11 

 

 

Major Concerns and Challenges  

Farmers shared a range of concerns that have a direct impact on their ability to stay in 

operation. Eight key issues were identified and are largely countywide challenges. Table 5 

outlines the main topics followed by a brief description and discussion of each theme. Only 

three challenges were not discussed at all five public meetings as noted by the shaded 

boxes in Table 5. 
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“Ultimately, the [development] 

pressure destroys agriculture and/or 

people who just want to keep the 

land whole.” –Enumclaw APD Farmer 

 

Table 5: Major Challenges Identified by Farmers 

Discussed in Public Meeting Major 

Concerns/Challenges 

# of Survey 

References Auburn Enumclaw Sammamish Snoqualmie Vashon 

Competing Land Uses 39 X X X X X 

Financial Constraints 35 X X X X X 

Flood Impacts 34 X X  X  

Local Regulatory 

Constraints 
23 X X X X X 

Low Prioritization of 

Rural Interests 
18 X X X X X 

Definition of 

Agriculture 
17 X X X X  

Environmental 

Protection Regulations 
6 X X X X  

Vulnerability of Next 

Generation Farmers 
5 X X X X X 

 

Competing Land Uses  

Despite County efforts to protect farmland, 

farmers are concerned with the loss of 

farmland to development and the associated 

incompatible land uses permissible under the 

current zoning regulations. In particular, farmers noted large single family houses or 

“McMansions” convert fertile farmland into permanent non-agricultural uses and are out of 

character with the rural landscape. Large-tract homes create fragmentation within 

agricultural areas9 and lead to nuisance complaints, localized soil compaction, and 

increased runoff. The allowance of large-tract homes in agricultural areas pushes up land 

values, creating financial burdens for those interested in purchasing land or expanding 

their operations. Closely tied to this issue is the County’s legal definition of agriculture 

which is addressed as a separate issue later in this report. 

                                                           
9
 A contiguous land base for agriculture reduces conflicts and discourages non-farm uses and as a result protects 

the local farming economy (Daniels and Bowers, 1997, 125). 
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“Farming in the [Snoqualmie] Valley is 

really dictated by the flooding.” –

Snoqualmie meeting attendee 

“I am going through a permit 

nightmare with the County right now, 

getting a permit to pave 4,000 sq.ft. 

of existing gravel road. My initial 

estimate for plan review was over 

$22,000. ...That's more to review the 

plans than the cost to create the 

plans and pave the road.”  

Financial Constraints 

According to the surveys and meeting discussions, 

the financial constraints that reduce the 

profitability of farming are a countywide issue. 

Farmers specifically cited the high costs of land, 

permitting fees, infrastructure, and tax 

assessments (particularly on agriculture accessory 

buildings), as significant financial challenges.  In 

particular, farmers are frustrated with the permit fees charged by the County to build—

which they uniformly view as excessive. Several farmers provided specific examples to 

illustrate their point. Compounding these high expenses, farmers find it difficult to obtain 

loans to purchase land and build infrastructure. Several farmers noted they were forced to 

work a second job in order to make an adequate living. In fact, farming provides for less 

than half the income of 49 percent of survey respondents.  

Flooding Impacts 

In early January 2009 there was record-

breaking flooding throughout the county and 

neighboring areas. As a result, the Sammamish, 

Snoqualmie and Auburn meetings and the 

surveys10 received during that time period stressed the burdens caused by flooding and the 

need for relief efforts by the County. In particular, the Snoqualmie meeting was emotionally 

charged as farmers’ properties had been severely impacted, and they had only begun to 

recover.11  

 

                                                           
10

 Of the 34 survey references regarding flooding issues, all but four were from Snoqualmie APD farmers. 
11

 The County’s Snoqualmie Flood-Farm Task Force, established several years ago by Motion 12559, held a meeting 

in late January to deal more directly with flood issues. 
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“There are some conditional uses that 

exist, but the time, permitting fees 

and requirements often make them 

unrealistic options.” –King County 

Farmer 

Specific flood issues farmers raised were as follows:   

• Poor coordination, communication and control of releasing flood waters. King 

County Flood Warning Center is managed by the County’s Office of Emergency 

Management which coordinates with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and Seattle 

Public Utilities regarding dam operations. 

• Increasing development exacerbating flooding conditions through increasing runoff. 

• Need for regulatory flexibility regarding the construction of elevated “farm” or 

“critter pads” recently adopted by Ordinance 15883. 

• Production season is shortened for farmers hesitant to grow crops during winter 

months when the flooding tends to occur. This leads to a decrease in sales and a 

limitation of what can be grown or raised. 

Local Regulatory Constraint 

The local zoning ordinance and permitting process 

was frequently cited as cumbersome and 

restrictive to the business of farming. Farmers 

frequently cited that local regulations either 

prohibit or limit their ability to build and use structures for activities directly impacting the 

economic feasibility of their farming operations. Farmers expressed frustration with the 

permitting process or as one participant called it, the “permitting quagmire” as well as 

specific regulations. Issues include: 

• Lengthy and costly permitting process that is difficult to navigate 

• Unable to legally build structures to support farming operations. Processing 

facilities, office space in agriculture accessory buildings, and housing for farmer 

workers were cited as examples. 

• Restrictions on building materials allowed (this is particularly an issue for Vashon 

farmers) 
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“[County] budget and staffing are 

overwhelmingly dominated by 

urban/environmental concerns to the 

detriment of the rural/agricultural 

population and economy.” –Lower 

Green APD Farmer 

“Keep farmland for people food, not for equestrian 

estates which take away farmland and drive up land 

prices.” –King County Farmer 

“I am concerned that the do-gooders who don't 

own horses are going to try to change our way of 

life out here in the country, by changing horses 

from livestock to ‘pet.’ Which in turn will change 

our tax status from agricultural to residential.” –

Enumclaw APD Farmer 

Several farmers noted that the inflexibility of land use regulations impedes their ability to 

change and adapt their operations to meet market demands. 

Low Prioritization of Rural Interests 

Farmers expressed concern that rural interests are 

a low priority for the County and its residents. 

Farmers asserted there is poor understanding of 

farming needs, which is evident through some of 

the challenges in the permitting processes and the 

allowable and prohibited uses in the APDs. Furthermore, farmers specifically fear the loss 

of King County Ag Programs and staff that provide valuable technical and educational 

support. Several farmers noted the County needed to improve urban-rural relations as well 

as raise the urban population’s awareness and support of local farming.  

Definition of Agriculture 

The most controversial issue within the 

farming community is the legal definition 

of agriculture; that is, what land uses are 

labeled as “agriculture” by the County and 

therefore receive the incentives designed 

to protect farming (i.e. differential tax 

incentives based on current use and 

reduced regulations regarding the critical 

area ordinance). The point of contention is the inclusion of equestrian uses within the 

definition. Those opposed to equestrian uses being included in the definition assert that 

horse farms or “hobby farms” drive up land prices and reduce the amount of farmland 

available. Sno-Valley Tilth released public testimony in March 2009 on “The Future of 

Farming in King County.” The testimony suggests that the definition of agriculture within 

the APDs be based on activities that relate to the commercial production of food and forage 

for human consumption or commercial production of fiber products. Farmers supporting 
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“Increasing environmental/ESA burden 

on agriculture can kill agriculture in this 

county.” –Lower Green APD Farmer 

“We are not encouraging people of all 

ages to get into the agri-business 

industry. I am also concerned that there 

are not enough educational 

opportunities locally for those who are 

interested in farming.” –King County 

Farmer 

the inclusion of equestrian uses assert that raising horses are a type of farming and provide 

source of income for those individuals. Currently, there is no legal definition of agriculture 

at either the county or state level. 

Environmental Protection Regulations 

Another contentious issue is the impact of 

environmental protection regulations. Though 

there were only six survey references highlighting 

this issue, the public meeting discussions 

demonstrated that this was a larger issue, particularly for areas with salmon-bearing 

streams that lead to Endangered Species Act (ESA) restrictions. Some farmers stressed that 

complying with regulations is in direct conflict with farming operations. Farmers asserted 

that environmental regulations reduce access on their land, create drainage issues and 

limit their operations’ profitability. While some farmers had strong views that they were 

being over-regulated, others contended that there should be more of a “balanced” 

treatment in which environmental interests should not be favored over farm interests. 

Vulnerability of Next Generation Farmers 

Farmers voiced considerable concern for the next generation of farmers to feasibly enter 

the industry due to the many financial constraints. They repeatedly cited that today’s 

farmers are nearing retirement12 and that high costs of farming will likely prevent potential 

new farmers from entering the industry. 

Additionally, farmers noted the need for 

technical and education assistance for new 

farmers. The meeting discussions revealed that 

many farmers are unaware of local programs, 

such as FarmLink, working to address these 

issues. 

                                                           
12

 According to the 2007 Census of Agriculture, the average age of farm operators in King County is 55 years old. 
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“The practical thing to do is to provide 

for our own local economy.” –

Snoqualmie Farmer meeting attendee 

Emerging Trends and Adaptations  

Due to a culmination of economic, environmental and regulatory factors, King County 

farmers have adapted their operations in order to stay in the business of farming. Through 

the survey questions and meeting discussions pertaining to farmers’ current farming 

practices and future plans for their properties, four countywide trends emerged from the 

analysis. All of the trends identified were discussed in each of the public meetings (see Table 

6). 

Table 6: Operation Trends Identified by Farmers 

Discussed in Public Meeting 
Trends/Adaptations 

# of Survey 

References Auburn Enumclaw Sammamish Snoqualmie Vashon 

Cater to Local 

Market 
86 X X X X X 

Continue to Farm 44 X X X X X 

Increase Capacity 42 X X X X X 

Change of Farming 

Methods 
25 X X X X X 

 

Cater to Local Market  

Farmers repeatedly cited that their operations were tailored to respond to local market 

demands, particularly for the urban population. Farmers have adopted a range of strategies 

which include: 

• Selling products through direct marketing opportunities such as farmers markets, 

farm stands and internet sales13 

• Providing value-added products, such as 

preserved and dried goods 

• Growing organically-grown produce 

and/or high-value products 

                                                           
13

 34 percent of survey respondents sell products at farmers markets and 24 percent at farm stands. See Appendix 

F for complete survey results. 
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“The current plan is to transfer farm 

ownership to my daughter and son in 

law. They both currently work on the 

farm part-time and have a strong desire 

to continue the family tradition. They 

would be the fourth generation to farm 

this property.” –Snoqualmie APD Farmer 

• Creating agri-tourism and educational opportunities for customers (i.e. hayrides, 

corn mazes, classes, special event space, etc.) on farm property  

The growing popularity of the local food movement is evident from the increasing number 

of farmers markets, community supported agriculture (CSAs), restaurants and grocers 

purchasing directly from the farmers and other direct marketing opportunities. According 

to the Puget Sound Fresh’s 2009 Farm Guide, there are currently 39 farmers market, 29 u-

pick farms, and seven CSAs in King County, among other direct marketing opportunities. 

These approaches are similar to other agriculture areas in metropolitan areas throughout 

the country. This is evident by the increasing number of farmers markets14 and federal 

government support through USDA programs such as Farmers Market Promotion Program 

(FMGP) and Farmers Market Nutrition Program (FMNP).  

Continue to Farm 

Despite the financial and regulatory challenges they confront, the farmers frequently 

expressed their determination and commitment to remain in the business of farming. 

When asked of their future plans, farmers not only discussed their plans for farming 

practices and types of product to be grown or raised but also the property itself.  Several 

emphasized their desire for their property to remain under agriculture uses and not be 

developed by the next generation and/or future property owners. While some farmers are 

preparing to keep the property in the family, other farmers are interested in leasing their 

properties to potential new farmers. However, it 

is worth noting that four respondents shared they 

are strongly considering moving their farm 

operations outside of King County due to financial 

and regulatory constraints. 

Increase Capacity 

                                                           
14

 Today there are 4,685 farmers markets in the U.S., a nearly 270% increase from 1994 (USDA, 2008). 
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“We want to expand into other u-pick 

small fruits and crops and require 2 

greenhouses to do salad greens and 

tomatoes. We want to go from part-time 

to full-time within the next 5-6 years.” –

Lower Green APD farmer 

“[I] have gone from traditional farming 

and the use of synthetic fertilizers & 

pesticides/herbicides to organic 

methods, including crop rotation, winter 

cover crops, natural pesticides, etc.” –

King County Farmer 

Farmers’ commitment to staying in the business was emphasized by numerous survey 

references and meeting comments regarding their plans to expand their operating capacity. 

Several common schemes have been adopted by farmers to essentially increase the volume 

of sales. They include: 

• Increasing amount of acres cultivated on 

existing property or through purchasing 

more land 

• Improving or building infrastructure on 

property such as housing, barns, critter 

pads, wells and greenhouses 

• Developing agri-tourism and educational opportunities on the farm 

• Providing value-added products through on-site processing facilities 

Change of Farming Methods 

In addition to expanding their capacity, farmers 

are also altering their farming methods and 

practices. Influenced by rising public concerns of 

climate change impacts, use of synthetic 

pesticides and herbicides, and food safety issues, 

farmers noted there is stronger demand for 

organic and locally grown products. Some of the newer methods mentioned include small-

intensive farming, permaculture, biodynamic and diversifying crops grown. As seen in 

Appendix F, the survey results demonstrate more environmentally sustainable practices are 

in currently in use.  Fifty percent of respondents use non-certified organic practices,15 47 

percent use natural fertilizers and 65 percent use cover crops.  

                                                           
15 USDA accredits “certifying agents” to certify that organic production and handling practices meet the national 

standards (www.ams.usda.gov). Farmers using organic methods are not necessarily required (or desire) to receive 

accreditation.  
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Needed Resources and Services  

Though King County farmers have shown resilience by accommodating their operations to 

meet the market demands and comply with the multiple layers of regulations from the local 

to federal level, the farmers’ comments repeatedly expressed a continued need for 

farmland preservation programs at the local level to protect farmland from development 

pressures. They additionally called for measures that promote farming as a business. The 

call for resources and services are a paralleled response to the challenges outlined earlier 

in this chapter. The major resources and services identified in the surveys were discussed 

in each of the public meetings (see Table 6).  

Table 7: Needs Identified by Farmers 

Discussed in Public Meeting Needed Resources 

& Services 

# of Survey 

References Auburn Enumclaw Sammamish Snoqualmie Vashon 

Regulatory Flexibility 

& Efficiency 
54 X X X X X 

Prioritization of Rural 

Interests 
52 X X X X X 

Financial Assistance 26 X X X X X 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Regulatory Flexibility & Efficiency 
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“[County needs] simplified permitting to 

allow a farmer to take quick advantage of 

extra time and money that may not be 

there by the time permit is issued. Lower 

permit fees, increased site specific 

flexibility and much better 

communication and competency from 

permitting agency.” –King County Farmer 

“[Farmers need] More support from 

County and State regulators making it 

clear that farming is a valuable pursuit in 

this area.” –Snoqualmie APD Farmer 

To overcome regulatory constraints, farmers called for improved regulatory flexibility of 

allowable land uses and the overall efficiency of the permitting process. Farmers cited the 

following needs from the County: 

• Adapt land use codes to be more sensitive 

to and supportive of farming operations 

• Improve permitting system’s efficiency by 

shortening the length of the process and 

providing permit assistance 

• Provide assistance and user-friendly materials to navigate the regulatory system 

and understand the role of various agencies involved (i.e. DDES, Public Health, etc.) 

Of the total 54 survey references, 12 references specifically requested improving the 

permit system and seven cited allowing flexibility in farm worker housing.  Both needs 

were also specifically brought up in public meeting discussions. 

Prioritization of Rural Interests 

In addition to regulatory and financial relief, farmers also offered four general areas in 

which the County can support the local farming industry and thereby prioritize rural 

interests. They include: 

• Technical assistance and educational 

resources provided by the County’s 

agriculture programming and staff. 

Specifically, farmers requested services for 

supporting potential new farmers.  
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• Infrastructure supporting farming operations such as: drainage assistance and 

maintenance,16 recycling program for plastic and twine from straw bales, disposal 

for dead livestock, feed stores, and processing facilities. 

• Promotion of local farms through public awareness and education efforts and 

expanding direct marketing opportunities. 

Financial Assistance 

Farmers provided examples of financial assistance that would improve the economic 

feasibility of farming in King County. They include: 

• Lower permit fees 

• Tax incentives or re-evaluation of land value assessments to lower taxes (several 

farmers note the difficulty in building agriculture accessory buildings due to high 

taxes associated with this type of development) 

• Cost-share programming for infrastructure (i.e. building and equipment) 

improvements 

• Promotion of institutions to purchase from producers in the county 

• Loan assistance to purchase land, equipment and build infrastructure such as barns. 

  

 The challenges, industry trends and needed resources and services described in this 

chapter are based on the opinions of King County farmers who participated in outreach 

process. Though the survey and public meeting formats were framed to gain insight of the 

farmers’ perceptions of their future in farming, the findings largely focus on current and 

ongoing issues that are often viewed as hurdles to their ability to farm in the future. The 

following section compares and contrasts the themes identified at the APD level as well as 

to other relevant research to provide further context of the findings. 

 

 

                                                           
16

 Though there were only five survey references, drainage maintenance was a significant need according to the 

public meeting discussions. 
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Chapter 5: Conclusion 

In response to King County’s concern about the future of farming in the County, the 

Agriculture Commission and County staff sought input from the farming community on the 

present conditions and challenges of the agriculture industry. The themes identified herein 

reflect the perceptions of farmers through the compilation of comments from nearly 90 

surveys, and input from over 170 public meeting participants were categorized into three 

areas: (1) major challenges farmers confront, (2) trends in farming and (3) needed 

resources and services to keep farming viable in the county. Due to the diverse nature of 

the King County farming community, there were at times conflicting views amongst the 

farmers themselves. While there was wide agreement across the county on the identified 

themes, these findings also suggest there are some issues that are more significant to 

particular APDs and are not necessarily countywide problems. Recognizing that many of 

the issues are similar among the APDs, farmer input indicates that there should be 

flexibility in the regulations to meet the unique needs of each APD. The following are 

several examples of issues, highlighted through the feedback, for which the County could 

address individual APDs: 

• Snoqualmie APD: many farmers expressed interest in defining agriculture as 

commercial production of food and forage for human consumption or commercial 

production of fiber products. The public testimony of the Sno-Valley Tilth 

specifically addresses this issue. 

• Snoqualmie APD and Enumclaw APD: the unique flooding conditions--prevalence of 

flooding, the release of flood waters, and control of development within the riparian 

zone--call for a “flood plan” to address the complexities of this issue as it involves 

other government entities such as the Army of Engineer Corps and FEMA. 

• Vashon Island: nearly all of the farms on Vashon Island are less than five acres, 

which impacts not only how they operate but the size and type of infrastructure 

required. County standardization of agriculture accessory buildings does not meet 

their specific needs and are cost-prohibitive.  
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 Many of the themes identified in this report are not necessarily unique or new to 

King County farmers. By drawing comparisons between two reports, King County’s Forest 

and Farms Report (1996) and Washington State’s The Future of Farming: Strategic Plan for 

Washington Agriculture 2020 and Beyond (2009), it is evident that many challenges are 

longstanding in the County and are also statewide concerns. These two reports were driven 

by a community participant process to identify critical challenges and potential strategies 

through farmers’ input.  The Forest and Farms Report outlines six barriers through King 

County farmers input and provides twenty-seven strategies based on “the understanding 

that the community of farmers in King County is extremely diverse” (p. 5-1). The recently 

released State’s Future of Farming report offers recommendations for five key areas 

focused on “increasing understanding among state policymakers and call for proactive 

policies to reinforce agriculture’s socio-economic role” (p. 9). As demonstrated in Table 8, 

the various strategies and recommendations these reports developed are addressing 

similar concerns to those raised by farmers in this report.  

 

Table 8: Common Characteristics of Report Findings 

 

FARMS Major Concerns/Challenges 

Forest and Farms 

Report Strategies 

(1996) 

Future of Farming 

Recommendations 

(2009) 

Competing Land Uses X X 

Financial Constraints X X 

Impacts of Flooding   

Local Regulatory Constraints X X 

Low Prioritization of Agriculture X X 

Definition of Agriculture   

Environmental Protection Regulations X X 

Vulnerability of Next Generation Farmers X X 
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 In this limited comparative analysis of the reports, there are several characteristics 

that stand out and are worth considering as the County determines its next steps to 

addressing these issues. They are: 

• All six “burdens” from the County’s previous efforts in evaluating the agriculture 

sector were major issues in this report as well. The Forest and Farms Report 

challenges include: “(I) high cost of land, (II) the low [profitability] of farming, (III) 

insufficient level of technical support available to local farmers, (IV) need for better 

marketing and promotion, (V) regulatory requirements and (VI) population growth 

and conflicts with farmers.”  

• All five key areas of the State’s report were identified as major themes within this 

report. They include: “(1) make agriculture a priority, (2) eliminate regulatory 

barriers, (3) protect resources, (4) strengthen support services and (5) harness 

emerging opportunities” (i.e. local market demand). 

• Neither report specifically addressed the impacts of flooding. This suggests that the 

conditions of flooding, partly exacerbated by surrounding development, are not as 

prominent an issue for the majority of Washington counties (most of which are 

rural). Furthermore, Forest and Farms not addressing flooding issues indicates this 

is a temporal issue. This study was conducted during a time of record-breaking 

flooding which directly impacted the input received. If the meetings and survey had 

been conducted in the summer or year of no flooding, it may have not been 

identified as a major issue. 

• Neither report discusses the issue of the legal definition of agriculture. This concern 

may be of a more recent nature as land values have risen and competition for 

farmland has increased in the metropolitan area. 

• Though the State’s report addressed financial constraints such as ensuring long-

term and short-term credit for farmers, the feedback from King County farmers 

demonstrates that some of the financial burdens are unique to King County. First, 

farmers stressed the high land values due the proximity to urban areas and 
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development pressures. Second, permit fees make it cost-prohibitive for farmers to 

build the necessary infrastructure for their operations. 

 

 The challenges, industry trends and needed resources identified in this report are 

not intended to be inclusive, nor did the comprehensive four-month, on-the-ground 

methodology seek consensus. This report, based on the farmers’ perspectives, offers an 

opportunity to expand discussion, debate, and further develop priorities and strategies to 

address the County’s agriculture sector’s needs and interests. The input of farmers is 

invaluable as the County plans for the future of farming in King County. 
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Appendix A: Outreach Postcard 

 

Front of outreach postcard (Source: King County’s DNRP) 
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Back of outreach postcard 
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Appendix B: Survey 

 
 

Front page of survey (questions #1-12) 
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Backside of survey (questions #13-19) 
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Appendix C: Responses by Survey Question 

The following tables categorize the survey responses for each of the five open-ended survey 

questions (i.e. #14-18). Any categories that are in quotation marks reflect exactly what was written 

on the survey with no further explanation provided. The numbers farming districts (i.e. 

Snoqualmie) columns represent the unique ID number assigned to each survey and where the 

respondent farms. The “total” column is a count of the responses.  The numerical code in the left 

column represents the major theme the response theme is assigned. The tally of each theme is then 

transferred to the Survey Themes Matrix (Appendix D). Themes with less than two responses were 

generally not assigned a code. 

 

Question#14: How is your farm operation changing?      

(77 responses of 89 surveys) 

Survey Responses 

Major 

Theme 

Code 
Response Themes 

Sn
o

q
u

a
lm

ie
 

Sa
m

m
a

m
is

h
 

E
n

u
m

cl
a

w
 

Lo
w

e
r 

G
re

e
n

 

U
p

p
e

r 

G
re

e
n

 

V
a

sh
o

n
 

N
A

 

T
o

ta
l 

13 No changes in farming operation       37 1 

11 Transitioning to direct marketing 

techniques 

5   43   35 3 

11 Catering to local market 

demands, diversifying products, 

focusing on high-value products 

and providing value-added 

products (this includes organic 

production)  

7, 14, 

15, 51, 

73, 76,  

 63  41, 

62 

97 32, 58, 

83 

13 

11 Developing “farm experience” 

opportunities (i.e. educational 

programming, hands-on 

activities, “ag-tourism”) 

      32 1 

22 Change of agriculture 

practices/methods (i.e. 

conventional to organic) 

74, 90  49   92, 

97 

36, 50, 

69, 87, 

98 

10 

12 Increasing capacity (includes 

increasing amount of land 

cultivated and adding or 

improving existing 

infrastructure). Several 

respondents cite this is in effort 

to meet local market demands. 

6, 12, 

16, 40, 

51, 74, 

80, 85, 

96 

72 54, 

57, 

65, 

81 

43, 

78 

 23, 

48, 

94 

34, 46, 

94 

22 

2 Development pressures or 

“urbanization” 

21, 26  22, 

55, 

    5 
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Survey Responses 

Major 

Theme 

Code 
Response Themes 

Sn
o

q
u

a
lm

ie
 

Sa
m

m
a

m
is

h
 

E
n

u
m

cl
a

w
 

Lo
w

e
r 

G
re

e
n

 

U
p

p
e

r 

G
re

e
n

 

V
a

sh
o

n
 

N
A

 

T
o

ta
l 

66 

1 Difficulties caused by flooding 

(sediment dumping, erosion, 

shortening of season, increased 

expenses, drainage issues) 

2, 6, 8, 

10, 11, 

14, 15, 

17, 21, 

40, 80 

      11 

 Shortening of market season or 

reducing amount produced(due 

to flooding, limited acreage 

available or low profit) 

11, 14, 

15 

 61 53    5 

4 Increasing regulatory issues (i.e. 

farming near shoreline and 

rivers)  

4, 76, 96  67  60   5 

3 Financial constraints: Operation 

becoming less profitable due to 

low market prices of product 

being sold and high expenses 

(land, equipment, taxes, permit 

fees, etc.) 

13 

Flood 

related-

11, 17, 

21, 99 

 20, 

22, 

55, 

56 

78   31, 70 11 

 Difficult to find farm labor   30    71 2 

 County focus on needs of small 

crop farmers over large scale 

operation needs (i.e. dairies) 

  55, 

56 

    2 

 “Becoming more profitable each 

year” 

     93  1 

 

Question #15: What kinds of resources or services do you need to be a successful farmer in 

the future?   

(71 responses of 88 surveys) 

 

Survey Responses 

Major 

Theme 

Code 

 

Response Themes 

Sn
o

q
u

a
lm

ie
 

Sa
m

m
a

m
is

h
 

E
n

u
m

cl
a

w
 

Lo
w

e
r 

G
re

e
n

 

U
p

p
e

r 

G
re

e
n

 

V
a

sh
o

n
 

N
A

 

T
o

ta
l 

15 More efficient and simpler 

permitting process (Several 

specifically cited assistance 

throughout the process). 

3, 4, 5, 7, 

8, 10, 11 

 30, 

54 

   32, 69, 

84 
12 
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Survey Responses 

Major 

Theme 

Code 

 

Response Themes 

Sn
o

q
u

a
lm

ie
 

Sa
m

m
a

m
is

h
 

E
n

u
m

cl
a

w
 

Lo
w

e
r 

G
re

e
n

 

U
p

p
e

r 

G
re

e
n

 

V
a

sh
o

n
 

N
A

 

T
o

ta
l 

15 Regulatory flexibility and 

consistency in the uses and 

structures permitted to aid 

farming operations  

6, 7, 20, 

21, 38, 

74, 76, 

90, 95, 

96 

 54, 

67 

  23 24, 34, 

36, 84 
17 

15 Regulatory flexibility for water 

access through wells and 

irrigations 

12, 38, 

16 

     32, 52 5 

6 Address farm worker housing 

issue 

10, 12, 

76 

     34, 36 5 

16 Financial assistance (cost-share, 

incentives, lower taxes and 

permit fees, etc.) to improve 

affordability of  land, equipment 

and building  

3, 10, 11, 

51, 76, 

96 

 22, 

30 

43, 

78 

 23, 

48, 

92 

32, 35, 

36, 50, 

70, 71, 

87, 97 

20 

16-

NR* 

Lower taxes   22    50, 97 3 

16-NR Lower  permit fees 3, 10, 11  30   23 32 6 

16-NR Improving land value 

assessments to more 

adequately favor farming 

76      36 2 

16 Local government and 

institutions purchasing locally  

  61   93  2 

23 Drainage assistance and ditch 

maintenance 

7, 8 72  42 60 23  6 

 Access to “more land” 20, 45      28, 50, 

71 
5 

1 Relief from the impact of 

flooding (This includes 

addressing run-off caused by 

upstream development.) 

5, 7, 8, 

10, 11 

12, 17, 

38 

  42 62   10 

2 Control of development around 

and in APDs 

11, 16  55 42    4 

21 Infrastructure supporting 

farming operations (i.e. feed 

stores, processing capabilities, 

disposal for dead animals, bale 

plastic/twine recycling) 

85  55 53, 

56 

60   5 
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Survey Responses 

Major 

Theme 

Code 

 

Response Themes 

Sn
o

q
u

a
lm

ie
 

Sa
m

m
a

m
is

h
 

E
n

u
m

cl
a

w
 

Lo
w

e
r 

G
re

e
n

 

U
p

p
e

r 

G
re

e
n

 

V
a

sh
o

n
 

N
A

 

T
o

ta
l 

18 Technical, scientific, and 

educational support and 

education from King County and 

other agencies (some responses 

noted “continued” support). 

Specific examples included 

education for new farmers, 

efforts being regionally sensitive 

and developing/implementing 

farm plans). 

7, 40, 51, 

74, 80 

 49 41, 

43, 

53 

 92, 

94 

26, 32, 

35, 37, 

50, 75, 

97 

17 

17 County prioritize rural interests. 

This includes the 

promotion/marketing of local 

farming, public awareness of 

farming. 

5, 13, 95  55 53   26, 34, 

58 
8 

7 Inclusion and support of horse 

interests in agriculture 

programming 

      29, 70 2 

 “Legal productive workers”       32 1 

7 Opposition to horse interests in 

agriculture 

90       1 

 Eliminate “wasteful government 

spending” 

  79     1 

 Improve Federal subsidies- 

subsidize all farmers 

99       1 

 

Question #16: What are the trends you think are important to your operation and your 

industry?  

(70 responses of 89 surveys) 

Survey Responses 

Major 

Theme 

Code 

 

Response Themes 

Sn
o

q
u

a
lm

ie
 

Sa
m

m
a

m
is

h
 

E
n

u
m

cl
a

w
 

Lo
w

e
r 

G
re

e
n

 

U
p

p
e

r 

G
re

e
n

 

V
a

sh
o

n
 

N
A

 

T
o

ta
l 

11 Demand of local food movement 2, 3, 7, 

13, 14, 

15, 21, 

38, 51, 

 30, 

56 

43, 

45, 

53, 

41, 

 23, 

48 

24, 28, 

35, 36, 

37, 58, 

71, 75 

29 
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Survey Responses 

Major 

Theme 

Code 

 

Response Themes 

Sn
o

q
u

a
lm

ie
 

Sa
m

m
a

m
is

h
 

E
n

u
m

cl
a

w
 

Lo
w

e
r 

G
re

e
n

 

U
p

p
e

r 

G
re

e
n

 

V
a

sh
o

n
 

N
A

 

T
o

ta
l 

74, 76, 

96 

78 

11 Organic produce demands 2, 7, 51, 

74, 95 

  45, 

53, 

78 

 48, 

93 

24, 31 12 

11 Demand of slow food movement 2   43   35 3 

11 Direct marketing (farmers 

markets, online sale, U-pick, 

farmstands) 

5  67 53 62 23, 

93 

24, 58 8 

11 Value-added opportunities, 

including agri-tourism 

7, 51      37 3 

11 Food-safety 2, 14       2 

 Farming operations and 

practices 

        

22 “Sustainable farming” practices 

(i.e. livestock management and 

farm plans) 

90, 95  82    50, 98 5 

22 Small, intensive farming due to 

fragmentation caused by 

development and market 

demand 

5, 16      24, 34 4 

21 Infrastructure supporting 

farming operations (feed stores, 

processing capabilities, etc.). 

Respondents noted current 

decline. 

   53   32 2 

 Difficult to find farm labor     60   1 

4 Less restrictions on critter pads 8, 16       2 

5 Restrictions of environmental 

protection regulations 

  54     1 

15 Regulatory flexibility in the uses 

and structures permitted to aid 

farming operations  and improve 

efficiency of permitting process  

4, 8, 16, 

17, 38, 

96 

72 54, 

81 

53  97 32, 34 13 

6 Flexible farm worker housing 8, 16       2 

16 Financial support for institutions 

to purchase locally 

6, 10      50 3 

1 Develop a plan to address 

frequent flooding 

10       1 
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Survey Responses 

Major 

Theme 

Code 

 

Response Themes 

Sn
o

q
u

a
lm

ie
 

Sa
m

m
a

m
is

h
 

E
n

u
m

cl
a

w
 

Lo
w

e
r 

G
re

e
n

 

U
p

p
e

r 

G
re

e
n

 

V
a

sh
o

n
 

N
A

 

T
o

ta
l 

17 Improving urban-rural relations 

and collaboration (planning w/ 

community to protect farmland) 

7, 10, 21      50 4 

18 Education/assistance for new 

farmers 

21     92 50 3 

14 Promotion of local farming and 

public awareness of farming (i.e. 

Puget Sound Fresh) 

40, 51, 

76, 80 

89 61 43   50 8 

16 “Keep Ag subsidies”   61     1 

2 Increasing development and 

need for protection of farmland 

11  81    34 3 

1 Frequent flooding 8, 11, 21       3 

3 Financial constraints: Operation 

becoming less profitable due to 

low market prices of product 

being sold and high expenses 

(land, equipment, taxes, permit 

fees) 

99  56 53   31 4 

7 Inclusion and support of horse 

interests in agriculture 

  49    29, 70 3 

 “Responsible breeding- rescue”   64     1 

7 Agriculture uses should be 

defined as “food for people”- 

not equestrian uses 

      75, 87 2 
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Question #17: What are your plans for your farm property in the future?  

 (73 responses of 89 surveys) 

 

Survey Responses 

Major 

Theme 

Code 

 

Response Themes 

Sn
o

q
u

a
lm

ie
 

Sa
m

m
a

m
is

h
 

E
n

u
m

cl
a

w
 

Lo
w

e
r 

G
re

e
n

 

U
p

p
e

r 

G
re

e
n

 

V
a

sh
o

n
 

N
A

 

T
o

ta
l 

13 Continue to farm 2, 6, 7, 

17, 40, 

74, 80, 

90, 99 

 54,5

5, 

64, 

65,6

7, 

79, 

81, 

82 

78 62 48, 93 24, 28, 

50, 52, 

58, 69, 

87 

28 

11 Cater to local demands, diversify 

products, focus on high-value 

products, provide value-added 

products and provide agri-

tourism activities 

2, 38   43, 

53, 

78 

  32, 58 7 

11 Provide educational 

programming for public as well 

as training for future farmers 

10   78  23  35, 50 5 

22 Stay informed on new and 

improved practices 

74    62  50 3 

22 Conservation practices 4       1 

12 On-site processing 5   43    2 

12 Expanding operations through 

new activities or new cultivation 

8, 12, 

13, 16, 

38 

 30 43, 

49 

  29, 35 10 

12 Build or improve infrastructure 

on farm 

11, 16  20, 

30 

43, 

45 

 23 71 8 

13 Lease or purchase property  38  22  60  24, 75, 

84 

6 

13 Move residence to farm 16       1 

 Keep property as whole piece   22     1 

 Move operation outside of King 

County 

96      34, 37, 

84 

4 

13 Prepare for next generation 

farming the land by partnering 

with others or with family 

members 

15, 51  65 41, 

42, 

53 

  28, 36 8 

1 Dependent on flooding and 

drainage issues 

21, 95      32 3 
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Survey Responses 

Major 

Theme 

Code 

 

Response Themes 

Sn
o

q
u

a
lm

ie
 

Sa
m

m
a

m
is

h
 

E
n

u
m

cl
a

w
 

Lo
w

e
r 

G
re

e
n

 

U
p

p
e

r 

G
re

e
n

 

V
a

sh
o

n
 

N
A

 

T
o

ta
l 

3 Dependent on economy and 

available resources 

21   56    2 

4 Dependent on regulatory 

restrictions and financial costs 

associated 

96   54   32 4 

 Reducing operations until 

market improves 

      70 1 

22 Intensive small scale farming      92, 94  2 

 

 

Question #18: What concerns do you have regarding farming in King County?  

 (67 responses of 89 surveys) 

 

Survey Responses 

Major 

Theme 

Code 

 

Response Themes 

Sn
o

q
u

a
lm

ie
 

Sa
m

m
a

m
is

h
 

E
n

u
m

cl
a

w
 

Lo
w

e
r 

G
re

e
n

 

U
p

p
e

r 

G
re

e
n

 

V
a

sh
o

n
 

N
A

 

T
o

ta
l 

 No concerns   56 45    2 

1 Development increasing runoff 

and flooding (including drainage 

issues) 

3, 6, 8, 

11, 13, 

15, 16, 

73 

     69 9 

 “Lack of land”   20     1 

 “Water” 26       1 

7 Definition of agriculture 3, 40, 

76, 90 

89 49, 

82 

   29, 87 9 

7-NR Opposition to horse interests in 

agriculture 

3, 76, 

90 

     87 4 

7-NR Inclusion and support of horse 

interests in agriculture 

  49, 

82 

   29 3 

2 Competition from non-farm uses 

of land- specific concerns include 

"McMansion" homes being built, 

minimal restrictions on 

incompatible land uses, rising 

land prices, need to protect 

farmland 

2, 5, 6, 

7, 11, 

26, 40, 

74, 85, 

90 

72 22, 

59, 

68, 

79 

42, 

78 

60, 62 97 18, 24, 

50, 70, 

71, 75, 

83 

27 
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Survey Responses 

Major 

Theme 

Code 

 

Response Themes 

Sn
o

q
u

a
lm

ie
 

Sa
m

m
a

m
is

h
 

E
n

u
m

cl
a

w
 

Lo
w

e
r 

G
re

e
n

 

U
p

p
e

r 

G
re

e
n

 

V
a

sh
o

n
 

N
A

 

T
o

ta
l 

4 Land use regulations and 

permitting process being too 

restrictive and inflexible 

2, 21  22, 

30, 

64 

43  23, 

94 

24 9 

4 Inconsistency in permitting 

process  

3, 7, 90       3 

5 Restrictions of environmental 

protection regulations  

5, 8, 17  54 53    5 

1 Impact of flooding 5, 6, 10, 

15, 16, 

21 

 54  62   8 

3 Financial constraints (paying full 

price for infrastructure, permit 

fees, taxes, etc.) 

7, 10, 

11, 14, 

21, 74, 

96 

 20, 

22, 

30, 

55, 

59, 

64 

41, 

43 

 92 24, 98 18 

24 Lack of farmers- need for new 

generation of farmers 

3, 14, 

73 

    97 50 5 

21 Loss of infrastructure supporting 

farming (i.e. feed stores, supplies 

and equipment purchase/repair) 

5      71 2 

9 Lack of government support 16, 21     23  3 

9 Poor understanding by urban or 

government of farming needs. 

Need for promotion of local 

farming and public awareness of 

farming 

17, 95, 

99 

 22, 

56, 

79, 

81 

43, 

53 

  83 10 

9 Loss of support and 

programming from King County 

and other agencies  

5, 21, 

51, 80 

  55    5 

 “Resist livestock registry”      48  1 

 Quality animal feed and the high 

costs 

  59     1 

17 Expansion of farmers markets      93  1 
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Appendix D: Survey and Meeting Themes Matrix 

 

Major Concerns and Challenges 

Discussed at Public 

Meeting Major 

Theme 

Code 

Concerns/Challenges 
# References 

by Question 

A
u

b
u

rn
 

E
n

u
m

cl
a

w
 

S
a

m
m

a
m

is
h

 

S
n

o
q

u
a

lm
ie

 

V
a

sh
o

n
 

#14 5 

#15 4 

#16 3 

#17 0 

#18 27 

2 

Competing Land Uses: 

Development pressure from non-

farm land uses. Concerns include: 

"McMansion" homes being built, 

minimal restrictions on 

incompatible land uses, rising land 

prices Total: 
39 

X X X X  

#14 11 

#15 0 

#16 4 

#17 2 

#18 18 

3 

Financial Constraints: Paying high 

prices for infrastructure, permit 

fees, taxes, etc.). In addition, 

operations are becoming less 

profitable due to low market 

prices of product being sold and 

high expenses. Total: 35 

X X X X X 

#14 11 

#15 0 

#16 3 

#17 3 

#18 17 

1 

Impact of Flooding: Issues include 

sediment dumping, erosion, 

shortening of season, increased 

expenses, and drainage issues 

 

 

 Total: 34 

X X  X  

#14 5 

#15 0 

#16 2 

#17 4 

#18 12 

4 

Local Regulatory Constraints: 

Zoning, permitting process and 

other local land use regulations 

are too restrictive and inflexible 

Total: 23 

X X X X X 
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Discussed at Public 

Meeting Major 

Theme 

Code 

Concerns/Challenges 
# References 

by Question 

A
u

b
u

rn
 

E
n

u
m

cl
a

w
 

S
a

m
m

a
m

is
h

 

S
n

o
q

u
a

lm
ie

 

V
a

sh
o

n
 

#14 0 

#15 0 

#16 0 

#17 0 

#18 18 

9 

Low Prioritization of Rural 

Interests: Poor understanding by 

urban or government of farming 

needs. Lack of government 

support. Need for promotion of 

local farming and public 

awareness of farming. Total: 18 

X X X X X 

#14 0 

#15 3 

#16 5 

#17 0 

#18 9 

7 

Definition of Agriculture: A legal 

definition of what uses should be 

considered a farming land use or 

activity 

 

 

 Total: 17 

X X X X  

#14 0 

#15 0 

#16 1 

#17 0 

#18 5 

5 

Environmental Protection 

Regulations: ESA regulations 

impact on ability to farm. 

 

 

Total: 6 

X X X X  

#14 0 

#15 0 

#16 0 

#17 0 

#18 5 

24 

New Farmers: Concern of 

technical and financial support for 

new potential farmers 

Total: 5 

X X X X X 
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Emerging Industry Trends and Adaptations 

Discussed at Public 

Meeting Major 

Theme 

Code 

Trends/Adaptations 
# References 

by Question 

A
u

b
u

rn
 

E
n

u
m

cl
a

w
 

S
a

m
m

a
m

is
h

 

S
n

o
q

u
a

lm
ie

 

V
a

sh
o

n
 

#14 17 

#15 0 

#16 57 

#17 12 

#18 0 

11 

Cater to Local Market: Catering to 

local market demands by 

diversifying products, using direct 

marketing, and providing value-

added products, organic 

production, agri-tourism, and 

educational programming Total: 86 

X X X X X 

#14 1 

#15 0 

#16 0 

#17 43 

#18 0 

13 

Continue to Farm: this includes 

thinking of next generation that 

will continue to farm their land 

Total: 44 

X X X X X 

#14 22 

#15 0 

#16 0 

#17 20 

#18 0 

12 

Increase Capacity:  increasing 

amount of land cultivated and 

adding or improving existing 

infrastructure). 

Total: 42 

X X X X X 

#14 10 

#15 0 

#16 9 

#17 6 

#18 0 

22 

Change of Farming Methods: to 

include more sustainable and 

conservation techniques 

(including diversifying product and 

small-scale intensive) 

Total: 25 

X X X X X 
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Needed Resources and Services 

Discussed at Public 

Meeting Major 

Theme 

Code 

Resources/Services 
# References 

by Question 

A
u
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u

rn
 

E
n

u
m

cl
a

w
 

S
a

m
m

a
m

is
h

 

S
n

o
q

u
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lm
ie

 

V
a

sh
o

n
 

#14 17 

#15 0 

#16 57 

#17 12 

#18 0 
15 

Regulatory Flexibility & 

Efficiency: Improve system by 

adapting codes to meet 

agriculture needs, technical 

assistance, and shortened permit 

process 

 Total: 86 

X X X X X 

#14 1 

#15 0 

#16 0 

#17 43 

#18 0 

17 

Prioritization of Rural Interests: 

Educational resources, technical 

assistance, support for 

infrastructure, and promotion of 

local agriculture 

Total: 44 

X X X X X 

#14 22 

#15 0 

#16 0 

#17 20 

#18 0 

16 

Financial Assistance: Suggestions 

include cost-share and incentives 

through lowering  taxes and 

permit fees to purchase land, 

equipment and building 

Total: 42 

X X X X X 
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Appendix F: Survey Responses to Questions #14-18 

The following tables categorize the all survey responses for each of the five open-ended survey 

questions (i.e. #14-18). The “APD” column represents where the survey respondent farms. The 

response rate note in the “Response” column is the percent of surveys of the 89 surveys that 

responded to that question. 

 

Question#14: How is your farm operation changing? 

ID APD Response (N=77, 87% response rate) 

2 Snoqualmie way too much sediment setting on property from upstream erosion 

4 Snoqualmie complexities of regulations of farming along shorelines of rivers and streams 

5 Snoqualmie moving from wholesale to direct marketing 

6 Snoqualmie 

We are growing. We have the capacity to deliver bigger and bigger quantities of quality, 

local produce to the community. But flooding, in my opinion in part due to development 

and tight lining upstream are making our beautiful, fertile valley more and more difficult 

to farm in. But we are going to stay! 

7 Snoqualmie Attempts to capture more value-added $. Diversifying/vertically integrate. 

8 Snoqualmie More difficult to grow crops because of drainage. 

10 Snoqualmie 

Necessity for year round production, facilities in floodplain without devastation and 

planning for this. Storage crops for year round sales not able to bank on crops growing 

fields due to "flood contamination." 

11 Snoqualmie 
The season for growing is shortening. The cost for flood recovery is rising. The need for 

structures and pads to raise equipment is becoming required rather than optional. 

12 Snoqualmie 
We are growing (we hope) to respond to ever-increasing demand for locally grown food 

by regular people, restaurants, etc. 

13 Snoqualmie Hard to grow, work and market to pay mortgage. 

14 Snoqualmie 
No longer able to grow over winter. Shortening our farmstand marketing season. 

Focusing on fewer and most profitable products. 

15 Snoqualmie Shorter selling season/ more concentrated sales season. Farm weddings. 

16 Snoqualmie 

Every year is a new experience, trying new techniques, learning from mistakes, talking 

to neighbors (farmers). Every year we are striving to add more infrastructure so that at 

some time in the future we can farm fulltime before we get too old and tired. 

17 Snoqualmie Trying to survive floods. Economic losses drastic. 

20 Enumclaw 
We are going backwards at this present time due to low milk pricing and high feed 

costs. 

Appendix B    2009 FARMS REPORT



 

68 

 

ID APD Response (N=77, 87% response rate) 

21 Snoqualmie 

The flooding is impacting us more and more every year, beaver issues, longer times 

getting out on the fields in spring, wetter in fall. We are experiencing more floods per 

year, and larger flooding than we used to. Have been impacted by flooding more often 

now in spring time during calving season. Maybe forced to switch from cow/calf raising 

our own animals to only being able to buy yearlings and have nothing during the winter 

due to impacts from flooding. This is not something our customers want to do as it's 

difficult to find grass-fed yearlings to buy. We've also recently noticed it more and more 

difficult to get al the hay in we need due to weather and likely will need to change to 

making more haulage and less hay. It is harder to sell, but we do like to as a more 

optimal feed for cattle. However we have to hire it made as we have equipment for 

small bales and not the big round bales so it's more expensive. I'd like to hear what 

others think the reason behind this are: climate change? Global warming? The fact we 

don't clean rivers out anymore? Development" and what are the trends looking like? 

Are we just experiencing a phase or is it going to continue to get worse and do we need 

to change our operation? 

22 Enumclaw Urbanization. Can no longer cover cost of doing business. 

23 Vashon 
As more people become more aware of where their 

food comes from, we have a growing demand for product. 

26 Snoqualmie 

Oak Hills Vegetable Farms was started by my parents in 1952. It was farmed until 2000 

in the Roy area of Pierce County. Urban development made it impossible to continue at 

that site. We follow the political area closely. We were given a good 10 year head start 

to development plans. We either move to another location or stop. We decided to sell 

the property off in 5 acre parcels. Place important language into the contracts 

concerning farming practices. We protect trees, hills and land with attorneys. It worked 

well and moved on. We took several years off and began planning. We have planted 

into several areas and now are getting ready to open a new site in King County. 

Company press release in February 2009. My father and mother, Richard H. and 

Florence Wheeler are the founders of the Olympia Farmers Market. We are still 

involved in 6 farmers markets. The farming practice is still the same for us today as it 

was in 1952. Except we do not use the amount of chicken fertilizer we did in Roy from 

Wilcox farms.  

 

Bottom line is this. If you are not willing to make farming a way of life, you will never 

stay successful with commercial or small lot farming. It is blood, sweat and tears. But its 

rewards can be big. When times are tough, the farming minds kick into high gear! See 

you at all the meetings. 

29 NonAPD 
Less monies available for environmental education means more emphasis for me on 

making money from horse camps, clinics, boarding, trail rides, etc. 

30 Enumclaw hard to find farm labor. Too many people don't want to work. 

31 No response it's not tho it is becoming more profitable 

32 No response 

more higher value crops with greater emphasis on marketing, merchandising, value 

added and consumer ready products and a diversification of market segments, 

diversification of crops and selling the farm experience 

34 No response I am a new farmer. I have been doing this for 3 years. My operation is growing. 

35 No response 
I like the fact that we now have a USDA mobile slaughter unit. That is better for animals. 

I don't like the fact that not enough people can raise hay or make silage. 

36 No response Changed from conventional to organic dairying 

37 No response it is not 

Appendix B    2009 FARMS REPORT



 

69 

 

ID APD Response (N=77, 87% response rate) 

38 Snoqualmie 
We just switched from horse grazing. These draft horses were for recreation (served a 

carriage business), though they were capable of horse farming (i.e. plow work, etc.). 

40 Snoqualmie getting wetter; plan on more cultivation of land 

41 No response It changes every year as we try and anticipate new items for market. 

42 No response my farm will change to a better farm if I can get solved my land problem. 

43 Lower Green 

We want to expand into other u-pick small fruits and crops and require 2 greenhouses 

to do salad greens and tomatoes. We want to go from part-time to full-time within the 

next 5-6 years. 

45 Lower Green ? 

46 No response not much just gets bigger every year. 

48 Vashon Expanding. 

49 Enumclaw changing from haying to grazing 

50 NonAPD 

Have gone from traditional farming and the use of synthetic fertilizers & 

pesticides/herbicides to organic methods, including crop rotation, winter cover crops, 

natural pesticides, etc. 

51 Snoqualmie 

Our partner wants to sell their share, and we are trying to raise the funds needed to buy 

them out. We are planning to add new vegetable growing areas (high tunnels).Future 

plans include more blueberries, fruit trees, grapes and a small winery. 

52 NonAPD main problem is water 

53 Lower Green 
Due to limited acreage to lease the farm is shifting from perennial to more annual 

crops.  Leased land in APD necessary for crop rotation was sold to developer. 

54 Enumclaw Growing by 50% this year. 

55 Enumclaw 

Spending too much money on feed and overall operation costs. Even though it's an ag 

prod district and development rights are sold, the affects of urban sprawl affect us and 

make farming difficult. Price of milk fluctuates too much. No concerted effort locally to 

do anything to preserve dairy farming, most of the focus is on small crop farmers. 

56 Enumclaw 

darigold controls the price of milk and we have 

to milk more cows to make ends meet, but more cows means more feed, more expense 

and more manure. we do not have the land available to spread manure anymore will all 

the parcels of land cut into small hobby farms. This also restricts us from producing local 

feed; it’s not worth planting corn in a 5 acre parcel. 

57 Enumclaw I'm still developing. 

58 NonAPD High demand for local food and organics 

60 Upper Green more restrictions 

61 Enumclaw Growing smaller plants for limited size yards 

62 Upper Green 
I'm diversifying more so when I have a slow year selling livestock, hopefully the herbs 

and berries will sell and vice versa. 

63 Enumclaw more value added 

65 Enumclaw just growing bigger and better! 

66 Enumclaw 
It's harder and harder to lease other fields at a fair price now that the land is so 

valuable. 

67 Enumclaw Government control and restriction 

69 No response Looking at implementing more green practices. 

70 No response 
The economy downturn has effected the value of our product, (negatively), while at the 

same time costs have gone up (fuel, feed). 

71 Snoqualmie 
growing slowly very hard to do while working part-time, labor impossible to find or 

afford 
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ID APD Response (N=77, 87% response rate) 

72 Sammamish 
Becoming more intensive as well as gradually extending the seasons by growing in hoop 

houses. 

73 Snoqualmie We will be utilizing more of our land to meet the customer demand. 

74 Snoqualmie 

I am adding things as I learn things I add more and more. Our goal is to be as self 

sustaining as possible. I would like to learn how to rotate animals through a winter 

pasture and then grow grain on it. I am also trying to learn more about meat production 

for selling. 

75 NonAPD 

I operated our farm as a CSA for seven years, before my arthritis forced me to retire 

from growing food for sale.  We have a large variety of children-friendly livestock and 

grow an abundance of crops so member families can have a monthly farm experience.  

As the weather seems to be shifting to colder springs, I am relieved to not be growing 

food for sale.  We live in the foothills east of the Snoqualmie Valley and have a relatively 

shorter growing season. 

76 Snoqualmie 

We are trying very hard to expand our acreage under production, but are severely 

limited by access to water (need an ag well to bring new ground into use) and lack of 

buildings to store anything out of the rain. We feel there is an almost unlimited market 

for what we grow, but we are really struggling to expand our acreage because we have 

no infrastructure. 

78 Lower Green 
Transitioning to purchase and become fulltime operation, 100% of income within ten 

years 

79 Enumclaw My farm operation is changing daily. 

80 Snoqualmie 
Transitioning cows elsewhere so we can add more goats to our acreage.  Recent 

flooding has really affected our pastures for grazing purposes. 

81 Enumclaw 
Due to economy I've rescued several horses bound 

for slaughter and now I'm overstocked. 

82 Enumclaw So far, I have not been impacted. 

83 NonAPD urban agriculture is growing 

84 NonAPD 
It really isn't except for more diversification into forest products and no more expansion 

in the nursery. 

85 Snoqualmie Expanding 

87 NonAPD more sustainability focused 

90 Snoqualmie 

We are a new farm, and we are trying to be both financially and environmentally 

sustainable. At this point, my belief is that environmental sustainability means that, at 

any given time, we need to have 2-3 times the acreage used for growing vegetables 

lying fallow under cover crop or pasturing ruminant animals. Because of the flooding, 

we are not in a position to achieve what is truly sustainable right now. However, we are 

constantly striving to achieve an acceptable level of soil health. 

91 Snoqualmie 
We run our farm using organic, biodynamic and permaculture methods. Our farm is 

always changing, quite literally… 

92 Vashon Trying to find non-traditional ways to get more land to use. 

93 Vashon becoming more profitable each year (14 years) 

94 Vashon Growing! Double the area for row crops additional 20% greenhouse space. 

96 Snoqualmie 

I have been contemplating expanding to a major showcase permaculture and 

biodynamic farm.  Given the difficulties of 

dealing with King County, I am seriously contemplating selling of my 85 acres (currently 

20 acre parcels), and moving to a county that is more friendly to farmers. 

97 Vashon changing that I have diversified my product 
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ID APD Response (N=77, 87% response rate) 

98 NonAPD cleaner 

99 Snoqualmie 

Feed is a lot more expensive and also property taxes. Last year the price for 700 to 800 

hundred pound cattle was eighty some cents per pound. This is the same price as in the 

1980's, yet alfalfa hay in the 1980's was 65 dollars per ton. Last year a ton of hay was 

nearly two hundred dollars. In Western Washington a cow raising a calf and the calf will 

consume three tons of hay per year with six months of pasture. 

  

Question#15: What kinds of resources or services do you need to be a successful 

farmer in the future? 

ID APD Response (N=71, 80% response rate) 

2 Snoqualmie resources to ag community 

3 Snoqualmie 
easier, more streamlined, and less expensive well digging and building permitting 

process 

4 Snoqualmie 
simpler solutions and permits for replacing a culvert with a bridge for fish safety over a 

stream to get equipment from one field to another. This should not be so complicated. 

5 Snoqualmie 
marketing assistance, rebuilding of infrastructure (processing services, etc) permit 

assistance, regulatory relief. Flood relief. 

6 Snoqualmie Let us put the infrastructure in that we need! 

7 Snoqualmie 

Irrigation ponds- esp. integrated into current wetlands. Support with other County 

departments: transportation-- runoff; Health dept: process facilities permit/technical 

assistance DDES: clearing/drainage- creek clean out (creeks like ditches silt in) FPP on-

farm processing at reasonable cost. Need protection from upland development 

runoff.Drainage help-drain tile install and maintenance. 

8 Snoqualmie Make permit process faster. Help us with ditching. Dam on Middle Fork Snoqualmie. 

10 Snoqualmie 

Farm worker housing, legislative push through with less fees, less time and less 

permitting of land use attorney fees, farm buildings. Ability to create heightened 

land/dykes to protect existing fields and buildings. Flood and drop insurance for 

multifaceted compounds and diverse crop productions. 

11 Snoqualmie 

We need DDES/gov reps who can take us through the building/pad process and a lower 

fee schedule for permits. Control development above the valley floor. Control of 

clearing above and around the APD. 

12 Snoqualmie Farm worker housing, wells to bring new ground into production, flood protection 

13 Snoqualmie 
Easier way to get things to sellers. Hard to find outlets, sometimes very picky and hard 

to work with. 

16 Snoqualmie 
It is recognized that urban development is slow at this time; however I respectfully 

request that the County consider doubling the TDR credit. 

17 Snoqualmie 

A dam. It would also be nice to have the dairy industry back in King County. It has the 

perfect weather conditions and pastures for milk production. Milk is more flavorable 

when cows are let out to pasture. Also more profitable. 

20 Enumclaw A methane digester and more land. 
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ID APD Response (N=71, 80% response rate) 

21 Snoqualmie 

The Snoqualmie Valley is not located in a great area to be able to access any mobile 

units. Tho there are such in Skagit and Pierce, I have been told the Skagit unit won't 

come down this far (as well as the co-op is full) and I find it hard to believed we'd be 

able to schedule the Pierce unit. Nor do I want to really deal with anything that far 

away and trust the scheduling would work out. I know you can sign on early to almost 

guarantee use, but not sure it's still worth it and it's still not clear to me how the 

cut/wrap would work. I'm not interested on have the time to deal with sending folks 

down south to pick up their orders or doing any deliveries. Also, if the flooding/weather 

calms down and we don't keep having increasing floods we'd continue as we today and 

would be fine with our current operation. 

22 Enumclaw Lower taxes. Lower payroll taxes. Lower property taxes. Higher ag product prices. 

23 Vashon 

We need major mud management/ winter water drainage systems as we are in a valley 

on Vashon Island. We need much more than $5,000 match from KingConservation.We 

need a bigger barn to accommodate more feed, cure and store more produce, and to 

eliminate the many roof lines from little sheds draining water into our pasture.King 

County permit process is prohibitively expensive and cumbersome. Why will it require a 

septic review to build a barn? The cost of permit will make the cost of barn construction 

out of reach for us.A barn will also allow us to offer off season/ on site workshops and 

classes, which will potentially offer additional farm income, making it possible to make 

a living on the farm. 

24 NonAPD 

Need to make it easier to have accessory uses to small 

farms like retailing, processing, and even unrelated activities that will bring the public to 

our small farms. 

26 Snoqualmie Soil that is not diseased from improper growing. 

28 NonAPD more land 

29 NonAPD Support for horse raising & keeping in King County. 

30 Enumclaw 

The biggest challenge with King County is that it is too hard to get permits. They cost 

too much and take too long to get. We need more cost share and incentives, not more 

regulations. It is very difficult to develop a farm under the current system. I had to 

designate my entire farm as a wetland just to get a permit to renovate a barn that was 

falling down. I need more and better cost share. It takes 90 - 100 days for King County 

to give me a check. It takes the Feds 2 weeks. The County needs to be more efficient 

with this. 

31 No response 
nothing - it's all right here in king co and plenty of land to be successful (well okay 

maybe more sun so that I can grow better toms) 

32 No response 

reduced time spent on government interface… more freedom to operate/ less 

management time and money devoted to regulations as this does not pay one bill. 

Paying bills and generating profits are generated by sales of goods and services to a 

diversified customer base seeking high quality products or farm experiences.Needed 

(not in any order): (a) more time free of government regulations, (b) promotion of farm 

and product awareness, (c) money/grants and low interest loans, (d) good quality 

people to be forward thinking and creative as part of the team including employees, 

lenders, government agencies/agents … all with a can do attitude!, (e) a reliable source 

of legal irrigation water, and (f) reliable source of legal productive workers 
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ID APD Response (N=71, 80% response rate) 

34 No response 

I need a customer base that can afford to purchase relatively expensive products. I 

need to be able to have buildings to support my farm activities. I need to be able to 

change my operations to suit the market -- different animals, different practices, and 

different crops. I need to be able to live on or near my operation, or to grow my 

operation large enough to hire someone to live on or near my operation. I need a small 

slaughterhouse that will allow me to slaughter animals that are USDA inspected within 

a 2 hour drive of my operation. 

35 No response 

We need to rethink the idea of dairy farming to make it more profitable for the 

FARMER! Try ideas like they have in France. Let the farmer make a buck instead of the 

middle man. There are too many middle men with their hands out in both the meat and 

dairy industry. Common sense would fix this whole situation. In France it is perfectly 

legal for the farmer to sell what he or she produces off his or her own farm. We need 

grants and lending for young people to get into farming. 

36 No response 

Control the change in land use so that agriculture can continue and to reduce nuisance 

complaints. No limits on size of agriculture building. Easier and less cost for permitting. 

Relaxed regulations on Development properties to accommodate changes in farming. 

Farm housing for employees and retirees allow for sharing of manure for digester 

projects. Realistic evaluation for land values for farming on Development Right lands. 

37 No response 

Access to quality technical and scientific support, a good network of farming groups. A 

voice in the community. The ag commission and King CD as well as the King county ag 

programs have become too political and bureaucratic. The folks at the King county 

conservation district are not very technically astute in the science of agriculture. The 

workshops and plans are very much the same as they were 10 years ago and are 

repetitious and not geared towards crops farmers or crop science, WSU extension is 

more appropriate in some ways. 

38 Snoqualmie 

Need to install a bridge of some type over a salmon-bearing creek in order to access 

another 20-30 acres of farmable land adjacent to a creek restoration project. Also need 

to be allowed by zoning to repurpose dairy barns located on RA-10 lot away from 

livestock uses to storage/business uses. As mentioned above, these barns are close (30 

feet) to creek and highway 203, and not appropriated to livestock (in order to prevent 

water pollution and collisions), and yet this is the use the county zoning enforcement 

officers are encouraging for us. What we need is to be able to rent surplus barn space 

to others in order to support these historic buildings and preserve them for future ag. 

uses. Otherwise they will just fall apart since we don't have the money to maintain 

them under the current zoning rules. Reduced flooding will also be necessary for 

continued successful farming here. The increased intensity and frequency of flooding 

recently is proving damaging to crops. My guess is that development on the upland 

parts of the Snoqualmie Valley is contributing to the flooding trends. Additionally, the 

mapping of floodway versus floodplain appears to be inaccurate and thus overly 

restrictive on our property. For example, drilling a well would be useful for our ag. uses 

and it would be allowed if our observed patterns of flood movement were reflected in 

the classification of the floodway versus floodplain. We need a realistic way to appeal 

this classification and get permission for a well for irrigation. 

40 Snoqualmie Continued support of current program 

41 No response Continued expansion of WSU classes, etc. 

42 No response 

We need the KC to clean up the street ditch every year. Due to the water flood from the 

ditch of the street and back up to our property and stop the neighbor that doing their 

illegal operation. 
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ID APD Response (N=71, 80% response rate) 

43 Lower Green Extension services, a loan to buy land. 

45 Lower Green security of land lease 

48 Vashon Economic recovery to help sustain market. 

49 Enumclaw support 

50 NonAPD 

Having more productive land available to grow crops & livestock. Also support by our 

agricultural agencies/resources to encourage new people to get into farming & 

marketing our products locally. Stop taxing small farms out of the business and 

encourage more organic ag-businesses. 

51 Snoqualmie 
More educational seminars and workshops. Land, building, and equipment financing to 

buy out our partner and pay for planned changes. Help with grant & subsidy requests. 

52 NonAPD water 

53 Lower Green 

The future is with the younger generation. More training, economic and technical 

support relevant to regional forms of agriculture are badly needed.  Regeneration of 

the agriculture infrastructure will help younger/new farmers to succeed.  County 

government has to re-focus from urban/environmental issues to rural/agricultural 

issues in order for agriculture to survive. 

54 Enumclaw 
The ability to maintain my land quickly and efficiently by being able to clear and grade 

and manage flood water without having to go through the permitting process. 

55 Enumclaw 
Restrict building in rural areas. develop a local market for milk that will work. If we got 

more for our milk we could have less cows, less manure and less pollution problems. 

56 Enumclaw 

local place to sell milk, development of a local milk, cheese or yogurt outlet that we can 

ship milk to that will sell as local produce. if we can supply and process in the Enumclaw 

area we can maybe reduce the numbers of cows we have to milk to break even. A local 

marketing strategy for manure related products. 

58 NonAPD Puget Sound Fresh and Cascade Harvest Coalition 

60 Upper Green 
need disposal for dead animals; need disposal for recycle stuff; cleaning existing ditches 

on plateau 

61 Enumclaw 
when the county buys ag products contact the APD growers about selling their 

commodities 

62 Upper Green Fix the cam so we don't float away! 

67 Enumclaw County and State to stop changing laws and restrictions all the time 

69 No response 

It depends on whose idea of successful I use. If it is the county it may mean I bring 

additional revenue and follow all the requirements provided now and in the future. If 

it’s my idea of successful it means I produce a product which others buy and I can 

afford to stay on the farm. 

70 No response Tax incentives, promotion programs 

71 Snoqualmie More land...affordable 

72 Sammamish 

Not having houses or warehouses built on farm land. Access to water and the ability to 

control water run off in areas where the water table is close to the surface in the spring 

(that is, all that fertile soil that was once a lake bed after the retreat of the glaciers from 

the last ice age, i.e., the Sammamish and Snoqualmie Valleys). 

74 Snoqualmie 

Mobile meat slaughter and packing (USDA if possible), relax restrictions on commercial 

kitchens for farmers, keep organic farming legal and affordable--lots of legislation out 

there making it harder--I would get certified organic except for the price. It would also 

be helpful if you did more teaching about marketing. Also, I would like to be able to 

teach sustainability classes. 
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ID APD Response (N=71, 80% response rate) 

75 NonAPD 
Better weather would help.  I could use some help with marketing our unique form of 

membership farm. 

76 Snoqualmie 

We will need:- water for irrigation- housing for seasonal workers (and ourselves!!)- 

storage facilities for tractors, tools, seed, etc.- affordable land so we can own our own 

farm rather than lease. 

78 Lower Green Availability of affordable farmland close to market 

79 Enumclaw 

The elimination of wasteful government spending would be a great start if you are 

asking what resources and conditions I need from King County to be increasingly 

successful. 

80 Snoqualmie Help with farm plan. I signed the agreement two yearsago and still waiting for a plan. 

81 Enumclaw Keep horses in farm category 

84 NonAPD 

Simplified permitting to allow a farmer to take quick advantage of extra time and 

money that may not be there by the time permit is issued. Lower permit fees, increased 

site specific flexibility and much better communication and competency from 

permitting agency. 

85 Snoqualmie Continued cooperators with small fruit/berry farms 

87 NonAPD healthy agricultural economy 

90 Snoqualmie 

Successful farming in the Snoqualmie Valley requiresboth nothing and everything. 

Currently, my farm leases land from a local landowner. Zoning codes and building 

restrictions mean that I have to commute to my farm. Being a commuter farmer is fine, 

but it makes raising livestock (necessary, in my opinion, for true sustainability) near 

impossible. Allowing farmers to construct permanent living quarters in the valley opens 

a dangerous can of worms, because non-farmers with money (i.e. equestrian 

enthusiasts) will surely exploit any regulation that permits, for instance, ag-related 

structures, dwellings, etc. The problem in the Snoq. Valley is that all the infrastructure 

farmers are currently using was built back in the dairy farming days, when the farms 

were 3-400 acres. Now, much of that land has been subdivided, with what seems like 

mainly equestrian properties occupying the homes and barns, and people like me 

renting the land that has nothing on it. If real farming is going to happen in the APD 

(like it should, given the title APD), laws, rules, regulations, etc must be written to 

ensure that real farmers can live and thrive on their land. When I say "real farmers" I 

mean farmers who grow or raise a product for humans to eat. Horse boarding, raising 

hay for horses to eat, shooting clubs, golf courses, sod operations, etc are not "real 

farmers." 

91 Snoqualmie 
We need a more cohesive permitting process, especially as it pertains to farm pads and 

ag buildings. 

92 Vashon business loan, planning loans, product liability/value added food products insurance 

93 Vashon 
-haven't asked for help thus far. Would like to see a "farms -to-school" with produce on 

Vashon Island. 

94 Vashon 

Don't let the gravel mine (Glacier, NW on Maury Island) ruin our aquifer. Farmers 

markets in small communities need some help with product liability insurance -

especially for small businesses, and prepared foods/value added- This insurance can be 

prohibitively expensive; leaves small farmers markets exposed to frivolous lawsuits, or 

forced to turn away small producers. 

95 Snoqualmie 
More support from County and State regulators making it clear that farming is a 

valuable pursuit in this area.  Today we are treated like a nuisance. 
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Question#16: What are the trends you think are important to your operation and 

your industry?   

ID APD Response (N=70, 79% response rate) 

2 Snoqualmie organic, local, slow-food, food safety 

3 Snoqualmie the local food movement 

4 Snoqualmie 
For the government to streamline its interstation of communication so the farmers 

doesn't lose so much production time dealing with the government complexities. 

5 Snoqualmie move to direct marketing. Smaller more intensive farming. 

6 Snoqualmie 

Give schools and government institutions more funding to purchase quality, healthy, 

local food products. Products that improve you health and your mind. Local growers 

can't sell their product at cheap industrial prices. 

7 Snoqualmie 

People want local/organic food- but they'll still only pay so much for it and we can raise 

only so much of it. --value-added/opportunities needed for farmers. People will pay 

more for entertainment/rural/farm atmosphere for conferences, weddings, dinners, 

pumpkin/wagon rides-- maybe these can be integrated into farms, but they should not 

displace farms and should be carefully planned on a community level. 

8 Snoqualmie More often flooding. Less restrictions on critter pads. More flexible employee housing. 

10 Snoqualmie 

Continuation of farm to food programs. Continued county support treating farm land 

differently than urban or rural residential land. Insightful looks at what do for riverbed/ 

damming/ bank runoff. Stop Snoqualmie River from being dumping ground for 

developments. 

11 Snoqualmie Ever rising floods. Development around APD. 

13 Snoqualmie Eat local, buy local 

14 Snoqualmie Locally grown movement. Safe food movement. Support your community movement. 

15 Snoqualmie Stable population. Buying local. 

16 Snoqualmie 
Trends are working favor of small farmers. However, the County needs to be more 

flexible with temp worker housing, offices in barns, ag structures on farm pads. 

17 Snoqualmie 

To have federal, state, county and city voters understand the complexities of farming in 

an over regulated and ignorant government policies that hinder rather than assist 

agriculture. Example: Gove Dan Evans vetoing dam construction in 1975. 

21 Snoqualmie 

Trends we're seeing with weather changes are the biggest for us. Also, urban interests 

in buying local is what's keeping us in business. Continued education, especially in our 

youth and increases in education all both urban and rural since many of the rural kids 

now are from urban parents. Increased cooperation between ag/county had been very 

beneficial to both of us. 

23 Vashon 

The biggest and most obvious trend is public awareness, desire and appreciation for the 

source of their food. People either want to learn how to grow more of their own food 

or know their local farmers and farmer markets. 

24 NonAPD local, organic, specialty farmer's market type crops, public interest in small farms. 

26 Snoqualmie 

New people will enter the agricultural fields. Due to the economic earthquake we are 

having in the US. The best thing in the world is tough times. It causes you to think. How 

can I stay alive! 
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ID APD Response (N=70, 79% response rate) 

28 NonAPD interest in local products is on the upswing --this is very, very good 

29 NonAPD 

I think that more people will be boarding their horses "at home" to save on the cost of 

commercial boarding facilities.  That means potentially more environmental impacts 

(mud, manure, over-grazed pastures, etc.) as well as more people interested in how to 

properly manage livestock on small acreage. 

30 Enumclaw 
People need to use more local products. We need to even the marketing playing field. 

It's too easy for Canada to bring sell their products here. 

31 No response organic, no impacts on environment from chems and other types 

32 No response 

My farming is a diversified integrated farm with growing, packing, sales and distribution 

in three counties but King county is the most difficult to operate because of the amount 

of time, effort and money it takes in dealing with the bureaucrats. So for me to be 

successful I need the ability to move quickly to take advantage of market 

opportunities… including change of crops and change of methods of farming… so this 

means regulatory flexibility or changes and the capital to complete the task. The capital 

comes in the form of money, equipment, personnel, and personal time but if the 

regulatory burden is too great then the rest will not matter because it can't get done 

when needed. 

34  No response 

Land is being cut into increasingly smaller chunks. No one will ever put together large 

parcels for agriculture, so the trend will be to have smaller and smaller chunk of land 

and smaller and smaller farms in the urban areas. In eastern Washington it is popular 

when land is subdivided to add CC&Rs (covenants, conditions and restrictions) that 

basically outlaw certain agricultural activities in land otherwise zoned agricultural. I 

need land that has reasonable clear boundaries on its use --- the base county zoning, 

for instance --and I need my neighbors to not be able to control what I do on my land. I 

will respond to the market, but I need the flexibility to do things that are 

common/good/best practice without fear of neighbors being able to block or interfere. 

King counties current setback requirements for pigs to be 90' from property lines 

means that you cannot keep pigs on lots less than an acre wide, or smaller than an acre 

in general. Remember that farms will be getting smaller and smaller as time goes by. 

Setback will gradually eliminate pigs from the possible farms in King County. Pigs 

particular are known as "mortgage lifters" -- they are livestock that are a proven winner 

for urban markets. King County is hostile to small pig farmers. 

35  No response The biggest one is the slow and sustainable food and clothing movement. 

36 No response Producing and consuming more local foods. 

37 No response Sustainable development, local markets, more innovative ways of doing business 

38 Snoqualmie 

Increased interest in locally produced food and better access to markets for these 

products. Also increased interest in and prioritization of environmental protection, 

which is also important but at conflict often with agricultural uses. Would like to see a 

more case-by-base-oriented balance of these competing priorities. 

40 Snoqualmie Continued promotion and education of the public as to the importance of local farms. 

41 No response Not enough west side farmers for the number farmer markets. 

43 Lower Green 
Local food awareness, the slow food movement, public education and interest in 

keeping out food and farms here and healthy 

45 Lower Green buy local, farming without chemicals 

46 No response smaller growers having a market. 

48 Vashon Local and organic food movement expansion. 

49 Enumclaw horse boarding, training 
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ID APD Response (N=70, 79% response rate) 

50 NonAPD 

King County in cooperation with local business could show a greater encouragement of 

the smaller/family owned farms. We need to continue the education of future farmers 

and support the farms in producing a greater diversity of crops and sustainable 

practices. Support supplementary co-operation between local farms, governmental 

agencies, educational institutions and businesses such as restaurants, markets, grocery 

stores to work together to support the local agricultural economy. 

51 Snoqualmie 

Locally grown food, organic production and customer education of on farm food 

production systems. Hands on opportunities for interested volunteers. Agritourisim and 

local school tours. 

52 NonAPD changing technology 

53 Lower Green 

Increasing opportunities for direct marketing.Increased interest in locally grown farm 

products.Increased interest in organically grown products.Increase in permitted 

agriculture related activities on farm.Loss of infrastructure and rising costs.Increasing 

burden of environmental and ESA regulations.Decreasing availability and increasing 

cost of farmland.Increasing incompatible land-use in and around Ag districts. 

54 Enumclaw 
Give back control of land management to the individual landowners and reduce the 

bureaucracy in government /environmental regulations so that we can make a profit! 

56 Enumclaw 

development of a local niche, just like the beef/pork/lamb producers who can sell off 

the farm and get a decent price for their produce. We are been encouraged or forced to 

take a buy out just to get rid of milk off the market. It’s a tiny band aid on a large 

wound. 

58 NonAPD marketing, buy local 

60 Upper Green lack of anyone who want to labor on a farm 

61 Enumclaw keep ag subsidies. Keep Puget Sound Fresh. 

62 Upper Green Internet- people shop and research farms that way. 

64 Enumclaw responsible breeding - rescue 

67 Enumclaw Marketing/ sales prarlion (sp?) 

70 No response 
Horses need to be considered livestock, and raising and selling them considered 

commercial agriculture. 

71 Snoqualmie Buy local 

72 Sammamish 
Direct to consumer and restaurant sales. Zoning that recognizes the importance of 

having farm land near population centers. 

74 Snoqualmie 
LOCAL sales Local food. Teach people how to be more sustainable themselves. 

Organics…biodynamics. 

75 NonAPD 

As a member of Sno-Valley Tilth, I strongly endorse the Policy Statement submitted by 

our organization.  I think it is imperative to define agriculture as "food for people" and 

act swiftly and strongly to ensure a local food supply for King County. I was born here, 

fell in love with local farmland as a child, and support ALL efforts to protect farmland 

for farming. 

76 Snoqualmie 

Tons of support for sustainable local food fromour friends in the cities. People are also 

taking a closer look at farming practices rather than just accepting that certified 

"organic" is be-all and end-all. Thoughtful farmers who constantly question their 

assumptions about sustainability and always aim to do better will have the most 

credibility with the public as people become more educated about the sources of the 

food they eat. 

78 Lower Green 
Organic, local, nontraditional markets (CSAs, restaurant partnerships, on farm events 

and marketing) 
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ID APD Response (N=70, 79% response rate) 

79 Enumclaw 
Cutting out the BS and having a direct relationship with customers.  Also, trends aren't 

important.  Trends are fleeting. 

80 Snoqualmie Consumer awareness on the importance of buying local. 

81 Enumclaw Constant encroachment by government, development 

82 Enumclaw Farm Plans are important as well as livestock (i.e. Cattle & horses)management 

  

Question#17: What are your plans for your farm property in the future?  

ID APD Response (N=73, 82% response rate) 

2 Snoqualmie same- no change 

3 Snoqualmie 
keep growing veggies… if permitting, zoning allows, perhaps a small, once a week farm-

fresh restaurant 

4 Snoqualmie poss. Nature conservancy 

5 Snoqualmie continue to do dairy and hopefully process our own milk to add value to our products. 

6 Snoqualmie We are going to keep farming. 

7 Snoqualmie We want to keep growing organic food. 

8 Snoqualmie Expanding as land becoming available. 

10 Snoqualmie 
To continue farming organic produce while increasing educational opportunities to 

promote environment and sustainable agriculture. 

11 Snoqualmie To build a home and barn and pad. 

12 Snoqualmie We'd like to bring currently fallow land into production, but we need water (ag well). 

13 Snoqualmie Increased # of greenhouses 

14 Snoqualmie Continue growing food? 

15 Snoqualmie Possible partnering with daughter and son in law 

16 Snoqualmie 

We want to complete some improvements wherein we can move to and live at the 

farm. Planning on putting another 5 acres into production this year. We will need to 

replace our pump house and well components after the January flood. 

17 Snoqualmie 
Hopefully to continue farming in a lesson flooding situation. We have the best 

temperatures for crop production but do not do well under water. 

20 Enumclaw Hopefully if we are still in business to have digester put in and milk more cows. 

21 Snoqualmie 

This is a big unknown for us. Mostly due to the price of land in King County has made it 

difficult for us to purchase a large piece of property, even in it's located in the flood 

plain. And, as mentioned above, if we have to change to a seasonal operation due to 

weather/flood issues we will have change our marketing and/or risk losing clients that 

want animals born/raised all on the same farm. The bottom line is it depends, if the 

flooding continues to get worse, we may just quit farming. We could switch to 

haying/haylage only operation but that's not as profitable nor something we'd really 

enjoy. The increased costs the last couple years in having to rebuild fences more often, 

hire crews, and costs for cleaning up everyone else’s garbage that comes in all adds to 

the bottom line. Maybe possibly sell and move to a different climate. 

22 Enumclaw To be able to afford to keep the land whole. Farm/Park/Lease 

23 Vashon 
Barn; In  season workshops and classes; Teaching tours; off season workshops and 

classes; Food service awareness training; Farm/chef connection 
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ID APD Response (N=73, 82% response rate) 

24 NonAPD 

On my 7 acres I plan to continue to grow hay and pasture my animals. The property is 

zoned R4; I would be interested in exploring options to reduce my taxes. We also own 

an additional 14 acres zoned RA5 nearby. We would be interested in having someone 

farm this more intensively.  

26 Snoqualmie 
We will be preparing for the next generation of Wheelers to start farming. Once they go 

through proper training. 

28 NonAPD I hope to farm it until retirement, I hope my son will want to continue to farm it 

29 NonAPD see question #14 

30 Enumclaw 

I plan to renovate my barn to double the size of my furrowing operation. County regs 

make it difficult to expand and it's too expensive. All I want to do is to tear down a 

building that is falling down and replace it. It's taken months to get a permit for a roof 

on a manure storage facility. I have spent over $700 for this to date. I want to build a 

small shop but can't because of septic issues even though I don't plan to have any 

plumbing in the building. 

31 No response same as is 

32 No response 

The plan in 2009 and 2010 is to farm organic green beans but beyond this it will depend 

on what can be done to the land to make is usable for other vegetable crops of 

specialty crops. For example can I ditch, dike, contour, level, etc for nursery crops, 

cranberries, blueberries, high value veg. etc because if not then I may be limited in 

what can be done with the land to keep the farm viable. Currently I must grow 

something that is a very quick/short season crop to mature like green beans because to 

the drainage issues and the restrictions put on cleaning ditches by the county/state 

(these are causing me to be disadvantaged compared to other counties). I would like to 

devise a longer term plan but cannot do that very well because the county/state one or 

both does not seem to care about the costs of the regulations that are imposed on the 

farm operation. I would invite a solution of setting out the objectives to be 

accomplished with the various agencies and if there is great degree of flexibility of 

implementing then this would be good for the farmer rather than imposing a strict set 

of rules and processes that must be followed even if they do not make much sense. 

(back to cleaning the ditch… if the water does not leave the property during the 

cleaning then why does it have to be pumped around the dredge point?  …in Skagit and 

Snohomish county this procedure is not implemented even if the water does leave the 

property during the dredging.) 

34  No response 

I am buying land in counties other than King to sell to consumers based mostly in King 

County. I would much rather operate and sell in the same county, but the current King 

county land use regime makes this impossible. I operate a blog at 

ebeyfarm.blogspot.com you are welcome to look at my operation and comment there. 

35  No response 

Keep going, teach interns how to raise sheep on browse. Get more land. I need help 

with getting more land. We are a non-profit and teach sustainable and slow food and 

clothing.  

36 No response 
We are hopeful that our dairy will continue onto the next generation. If not the next 

generation we would like to have the dairy continue. 

37 No response I am thinking of moving to Skagit County. 
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ID APD Response (N=73, 82% response rate) 

38 Snoqualmie 

We'd like to be able to use the non-farmable upland parts of the farm property for a 

small special-events venue in order to support the farmable sections in the valley (also 

a zoning issue). We do have 20-30 unfarmed acres that we'd like to make available 

(mentioned above - needs a bridge) either for us or for another for more farming. 

Would love to rent this part to an organic farmer. 

40 Snoqualmie 

Continued use of farm as a farm. I also keep 8 horses as part of Children's Hospital 

summer camp (35 yr volunteer). The horses are a vital part of 2 other camps (Special 

Care, Rise in Shine). The farm has been certified salmon safe which means that the 

management practices are enhancing the salmon stream (#2 salmonid). All manure is 

composted either in bins or field and cultivated by the Hmong farmers. 

41 No response 
I'm 78, my wife is 76 - would like to continue for 10 more years and see to a young 

couple who would continue to farm. 

42 No response I will keep my land for my family farming for the future. 

43 Lower Green 

I hope to buy the land we are on now and continue to expand and diversify our 

operations to be sustainable and less risky and variable in the income department. We 

are also interested in improvements to the building including a commercial kitchen. 

45 Lower Green We want to buy the farm we have been renting for 10 years. 

48 Vashon Continue small farm egg production/sales. 

49 Enumclaw 
horse boarding and training raising of horses,  

possible breeding, only if colt turns out like his breeding. 

50 NonAPD 

To continue best organic practices possible and to educate others in how it is done. To 

work with others who may not have farms to show them how they can do things to 

support the greater good of the industry.  To educate others regarding smart shopping 

practices and purchasing agricultural products locally. I intend to continue my 

education in organic practices and marketing and to stay up to date with what is going 

on in the agricultural industry. 

51 Snoqualmie 

The current plan is to transfer farm ownership to my daughter and son in law. They 

both currently work on the farm part-time and have a strong desire to continue the 

family tradition.They would be the fourth generation to farm this property. 

52 NonAPD none 

53 Lower Green 

Transitioning farm to younger generation.Exploring new fruit and veg crops. Exploring 

value added possibilities.Exploring new market possibilities - restaurant, farmers 

markets, web. Considering landmarking property and shifting to ag-tourism format. 

54 Enumclaw 

Continue to raise beef and chickens and other personal produce for ourselves and our 

friends. We would also LOVE to put a pond in so that we could raise fish as well but 

haven't even considered asking the county about how to do that for fear of being 

singled out and regulated to death! 

55 Enumclaw to try and stay in business 

56 Enumclaw 

I don't know, as it stands now it does not look good, we are hopeful that the manure 

digester will put some new life into the industry and help us out in some way, but not 

sure how. 

58 NonAPD Keep on farming and selling local 

60 Upper Green possibly 

62 Upper Green Continue current operations- keep learning and getting better at it 

64 Enumclaw continue to raise horses 

65 Enumclaw In 20 years (when retire) will sell to someone who wants to farm. 
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ID APD Response (N=73, 82% response rate) 

67 Enumclaw Would like to keep and raise cattle 20 years. 

68 Enumclaw losing land to development. 

69 No response 
Continue to raise a small heard of Friesian horses. Small enough to sustain them during 

the summer months on the grass I grow. 

70 No response Reduce number of livestock until market improves. 

71 Snoqualmie Add more greenhouses 

74 Snoqualmie Keep learning and growing... : ) 

75 NonAPD 

Unsure.  We continue to consider models for sharing our lovely land with others.  Most 

of our property (90%) is in natural vegetation - we farm on less than one acre.  We will 

continue to grow food and livestock, but beyond that, we aren't sure. 

76 Snoqualmie That depends - see comments above. 

78 Lower Green 
Continue farming, eventually create bed & breakfast and develop on-premises 

community and university education opportunities - seminars and internships 

79 Enumclaw Farming 

80 Snoqualmie 
Continue to grow our dairy goat herd.  Purchase cow's milk from other local dairies in 

the valley. 

81 Enumclaw same 

82 Enumclaw I will continue to produce hay and board horses. 

84 NonAPD 

Limited expansion and few improvements. We are where we want to be. No plans for 

retirement but at some point may rent out nursery or sell property to enable us to 

retire.  Will probably move out of W. Washington to area with lower costs and less 

urban environment. 

87 NonAPD Keep growing food for our family 

90 Snoqualmie 

Due to the high price of homes on acreage in the APD and the restrictive building codes 

(appropriately so without regulations ensuring that only real farmers may build), I plan 

on continuing to lease land in the APD to farm and keep commuting there from the city. 

Because I do not own my land, I have no real plans for any of the major improvements 

needed to turn my small vegetable farm into a larger operation. 

91 Snoqualmie 
We are working with Salmon Safe and King Conservation. We'd like to bring in native 

plants and also do small orchard work. 

92 Vashon intensive, small scale food production 

93 Vashon We are both 38 years old and plan to farm until we die. 

94 Vashon More intensive use of the land. 

95 Snoqualmie No plans with flooding and no recourse to solving the problem. 

96 Snoqualmie 

I am either going to sell my property off as 4estate sized lots, given that I am only 15 

minutes to Microsoft.  I would rather create a world class demonstration farm, with a 

conference center on my rural zoned piece, but I keep thinking about 21 acres, and 

other projects in my area.  I have been told by most of the developers of large scale 

projects in King County that they will never do another project in King County.  I think of 

Ken Bering who said that over 10 years ago.  And these people stood to make large 

profits.  Why should a farmer, looking to make a much smaller profit go through the 

same aggravation?   

97 Vashon Don't know 

99 Snoqualmie 
Wanted to farm as long as I was able and not giving up to much of my pension to make 

the farm work. 
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Question#18: What concerns do you have regarding farming in King County?   

ID APD Response (N=67, 75% response rate) 

2 Snoqualmie 
More competition for land, its use especially from non-farm uses. Lack of flexibility as 

land owner to deal with everyday issues as farmer. Permitting quagmire. 

3 Snoqualmie 

Development and logging = bigger floods. Horse farms = more expensive farmland. 

Inconsistent enforcement of building and zoning codes = only the rich and the scofflaws 

get to build. Not enough farmers in general to meet demand in our region. 

5 Snoqualmie 

Loss of infrastructure assisting farmers within the county. Loss of staff assistance. Heavy 

weight of "fish concerns" us. Other viable land uses. Flooding and its impact on the 

farms/farm infrastructures. Farms and residents are more important than the sacred 

"FEMA Flood Insurance Rates." 

6 Snoqualmie 
Land prices. Over -development on the hillsides and ridges above the farming valleys 

which is making the flooding worse. FLOODING! (I'm on the Snoqualmie River.) 

7 Snoqualmie 

Over-development/illegal development--changing the use of ag lands and leading to 

over-valuation and underutilization as food farms (such as camp, conference/wedding 

facilities, horses, wineries). Would like to see a states focus on food/forage farming and 

programs actively supporting that and discouraging other. Farming is not a high $ 

business, yet farmers are paying full price for land (even FPP land), septic systems, 

permits, structures. Consider "flood-appropriate farming" in the flood areas? Maybe 

animal operations and perennial crops should not be in the flood zone. 

8 Snoqualmie Will we be able to adapt to environmental change? Can I get help to drain my land? 

10 Snoqualmie 

How can we deal with the floods, limited operation with spring floods and early fall 

floods. Expenses of facilities, labor, materials, dumping and clean up. Lost products to 

sell at increases labor and infrastructure expenses aren't going to work. 

11 Snoqualmie 

King County will need decide how to keep farm land and farmers in the area in a real 

way. King County will need to preserve farmland with the surrounding land that impacts 

us. The County needs to require builders to maintain their own drainage. To build 

around our farms seems easier than for farmers to respond to the effects of their 

building on farms. 

13 Snoqualmie Development sends too much water downhill and into streams and rivers 

14 Snoqualmie 

We need new farmers to be educated/encouraged. Support processing. If it becomes 

expensive for farmers to grow the food, our prices will go up. This is a time in our 

economy when our customers will not support that - money is a concern. 

15 Snoqualmie Increased flooding issue. Continued development at hills surround the valley. 

16 Snoqualmie 

The Snoqualmie needs to be removed from the KCSDM as being a "receiving body" 

whereby it is exempt from "detention." The Health Dept needs to get its act together 

and work with farmers. 

17 Snoqualmie 

Fish and wildlife have too much authority. Are other government agencies afraid of 

them? The human factor is supposed to be figured into the equation as well but has not 

been. Absolutely over regulations over a minority group of people. Urban citizens 

making the rules do not understand the complexities of agriculture. 

18 No response 
Land that is being speculated for immense building into condo. Let us turn it into 

farmland instead it really more economic in the long run. 

20 Enumclaw Lack of land and feed costs. 
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ID APD Response (N=67, 75% response rate) 

21 Snoqualmie 

I am not convinced the Executive supports farming. I'd like to see King County follow 

suit more with what Snohomish County (focus on farming, great processes in place, 

future of ag mapped out) -perhaps this survey is a start to that. It’s still very difficult to 

deal with ditches and ditch maintenance, and expensive. Permitting is still an issue. We 

cannot deal with any new regulations. Fencing will always be an issue in the floodplains. 

Any increases in buffers would dramatically impact any farming operation (I realize 

many are grandfathered in, but that's today, what may happen in the future?) I Know 

the County has nothing to do with this but the poplar plantations are AWFUL to deal 

with in terms of the mess and debris they send down, the beavers they bring in. I do not 

want to see the Ag program at the county dissolved, the program is very important and 

the staff there are well liked, trusted, and work well with the farmers. 

22 Enumclaw 

The narrow strip of land between the Cascade Mountains and Puget Sound was 

beautiful and unique. As each decade passed, more was lost. It is strange that housing 

developments, strip malls and other development are not held accountable for the 

permanent nature of their existence. They are named after the things they destroyed- 

"Deer Run, "Bear Hill," and "Misty Meadow" places that are gone forever. Many of the 

remaining large tracts of land are owned by individuals. These individuals are not rich 

corporations that can affect local laws and zoning. Since agricultural lands have not 

been covered with fill, buildings and concrete, and since many are owned by individuals 

that can be more easily subdued, the public focuses its frustration there. This is where 

so many feel they have control. Ironically, this situation leads to impossible regulation 

and costs. Ultimately, the pressure destroys agriculture and/or people who just want to 

keep the land whole. A drive down the I-5 corridor shows us that nothing has changed. 

Large tracts of open space are quickly and permanently being transformed by forces the 

public seems to have difficulty in controlling. My concern is that people have given up 

on a solution and are turning a blind eye. 

23 Vashon 

King County makes all processes prohibitive in expense and complexity. As farmers, we 

have so little extra time to research proper procedures and protocol. Often we get 

opposing answers from separate bureaucrats. 

24 NonAPD 

Land use regulations still seem to make large-lot residential development the only 

viable economic option for many landowners. We MUST make it easier for rural 

landowners to make a living on their property. There are some conditional uses that 

exist, but the time, permitting fees and requirements often make them unrealistic 

options. We must expand and streamline this if we want a vibrant and sustainable rural 

economy. 

26 Snoqualmie 
1. Homes vs. land space; 2. H20 (water); 3. Small acreage areas will become very, very 

profitable. Planting by the inch. 

29 NonAPD 

That KC regulations & services support the care & raising of livestock, particularly 

horses.  That the definition "farming" and agriculture includes horses; the boarding, 

breeding, raising, showing, training or sales of horses.  Also horse businesses such as 

outfitters, camps, clinics, shows, therapeutic riding programs, etc. should be included as 

agriculture. 

40 Snoqualmie 
1) Continued development of housing/strip mall, etc.; 2) I am concerned over 

Department of Revenue and interpretation of ag.; 3) Flooding 

41 No response 
Taxes- the penalty for agland- 12% compounded annually- for 7 years, is keeping small 

acreage from being developed and retained as ag/open space. 
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ID APD Response (N=67, 75% response rate) 

42 No response 
My concern of King County, farm land is only few acres left, but KC didn't protect them, 

so I hope King County should really get all agency together and solve these problems. 

43 Lower Green 

Affording the land to do it, restrictions on value adding processing, educating kids and 

new farmers- everybody should be able to identify food in its growing and unprocessed 

state. 

45 Lower Green None 

48 Vashon Resist livestock registry. 

49 Enumclaw that it is not in king county's long term plans. 

50 NonAPD 

That we are losing our farm land to development and we are not encouraging people of 

all ages to get into the agri-business industry. I am also concerned that there are not 

enough educational opportunities locally for those who are interested in farming. 

51 Snoqualmie 

King County appears to be trying to improve the probability that farming operations will 

survive and prosper. Please keep the vision alive. I hope that the King County Ag 

Commission along with WSU extension will put together the types of educational 

programs that I now have travel to Snohomish County to get. Thank you for all the 

changes you have already made, keep up the good work. 

53 Lower Green 

Increasing environmental/ESA burden onagriculture can kill agriculture in this county.  

County government from Council-to-Exec-to-Staff is dominated by city dwellers with 

little or no rural or agriculture experience.  Budget and staffing are 

overwhelminglydominated by urban/environmental concerns to the detriment of the 

rural/agricultural population and economy.  With continued incorporations of suburban 

cities, the County's focus should shift to support of their rural/agricultural population, 

and have the cities cover more of the cost of environmental protection for the impacts 

they themselves generate. 

54 Enumclaw 

Hyper-environmentalism run amuck! Get off of our land unless you are willing to 

purchase it at fair market value. My friends in the dairy industry have flooded this past 

year because they haven't been able to maintain their own ditch systems. The Bolt 

decision has done more harm to native salmon and steelhead runs than ANY surface 

water runoff from ANY farm on this plateau. Reverse Bolt then we can talk about 

surface runoff. But if you will not then please find other work and LEAVE US ALONE! 

55 Enumclaw 
cost of doing business here. NRCS helps a lot with free engineering, free technical help 

and actual money to do things but will they be able to keep helping us. 

56 Enumclaw 

dairy business will be forced out because the expertise is not in the area to help keep us 

there. most of the programs from king county and king county conservation district are 

focused on small farms. NRCS are the only folks left that can relate to the larger 

producer and help with larger jobs and costs. concerned that king co is ok about letting 

agriculture go that way and they are not in tune with our needs. 

57 Enumclaw Too much development 

59 Enumclaw 

I am concerned about losing farms to development. I am concerned about the quality 

of animal feed. We raise meat chickens and in the book Green, Green, Greenest I read 

that arsenic can be found in animal feed. This is causing me to go to organic feed at 

twice the cost. The high cost of feed has risen faster then the price of our hay product. 

60 Upper Green need to keep farms and open space in this county 

62 Upper Green Mansions, Howard Hanson Dam repair 

64 Enumclaw taxes and regulations 

67 Enumclaw Is there going to be a tax on cattle for gas emissions? 
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ID APD Response (N=67, 75% response rate) 

69 No response 

Water. I have a salmon bearing creek on the property border I have worked with King 

County to improve the condition of the stream bank but this is all for naught it 

downstream we are causing the stream to slow and flood my pastures. We continue to 

build housing in areas which used to flood. There are retention ponds added and said to 

hand the flood. It doesn't. What can I do about it? 

70 No response That more land will be lost to development, and that land lost for agriculture use. 

71 Snoqualmie 
Land too expensive, no support system for infrastructure (tractor parts, fertilizers, dairy 

supplies, etc) 

72 Sammamish 
Sprawl removing farm land. Land becoming so valuable that it can't be passed on as a 

farm. 

73 Snoqualmie 

Not enough protection of land. Trees are being removed/clearcutting is causing too 

much water run off. Not enough incentives for new farmers to start up.  No mentorship 

program where young can glean from old timers. 

74 Snoqualmie 

It is so expensive to have land here. I would like to know how to get a property tax 

break for farming. I worry that we will lose too much farmland and won't be able feed 

ourselves locally. 

75 NonAPD 

I believe it is imperative that farmland be protected.  We must consider the greater 

good and the future, even at the expense of individual property rights.  I've watched 

the Green River and Sammamish valleys essentially disappear, and been heartbroken.  

There are many well-documented reasons for protecting a local foodshed, and we must 

heed them.  I fear the voices of developers and property rights activists thunder too 

loudly. 

76 Snoqualmie 

We are concerned that hobby farms and equestrian operations are driving up land 

prices and wrecking our drainage. Horses are not agriculture. Our neighbors' horses 

periodically break out of their fences and only pure luck has kept them from doing 

thousands ofdollars of damage to our crops. As it is, they at least cost us several hours 

of time with each incident that we stop working to try to round them up or keep them 

from trampling our vegetable crops.Horses are incompatible with farming. Horse 

operations should NOT benefit from ag property tax exemptions. Urban dwellers should 

not subsidize the recreational pursuits of horse owners.King County should define 

agriculture as "Food for People". Before we take any steps to loosen building 

restrictions in the Snoqualmie APD, we need to make absolutely sure that these 

changes will foster, not threaten, our ability to grow more food for the people of King 

County. 

78 Lower Green 
Expensive land - loss of human-food agriculture to fuel production and other Nonfood 

producing enterprises 
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ID APD Response (N=67, 75% response rate) 

79 Enumclaw 

Mainly I fear King County.  I fear that the county values productive property taxes over 

productive property.  I fear that salmon are dying because government has lost control 

and foresight.  I fear that unnatural natural disasters that destroy farmers are a direct 

result of King County enabled logging, building, paving, extracting, stripping, clearing, 

drilling, piping, excavating, and general raping of the land.  I fear that farmers are 

marginalized and driven into the most dangerous, least productive areas so that 

permits may be issued and construction can commence.  I fear that King County has lost 

touch with agricultural producers, and that too much emphasis has been given on 

things like buying a "practical" Japanese hybrid city car and not enough emphasis given 

to getting into a dang 1970s pickup truck made out of U.S. steel and driving out and 

working beside, spending time, and visiting with farmers.  It is impossible to represent 

farmers unless a person takes the time, puts in the energy, and has the desire, to get to 

know them.  Everyone gives farmers lip service.  My biggest concern is that we're all too 

lazy to give them some sweat services. 

80 Snoqualmie 
Support from King County in the way of education and resources to bring our dairy to 

its highest and best use based on our land conditions. 

81 Enumclaw Urban county tends to support urbanization 

82 Enumclaw 

I am concerned that the do-gooders who don't own horses are going to try to change 

our way of life out here in the country, by changing horses from livestock to "pets". 

Which in turn will change our tax status from agricultural to residential. That is 

ridiculous! 

83 NonAPD 
Suburban encroachment on farmland. Institutional purchases of food. policies that 

direct institutions to the lowest bidder school AS garden.  farm to cafeteria is OK. 

84 NonAPD 

Main concern is the cost of land for future generations of farmers. Also the 

urbanization of rural areas bringing a mentality that often conflicts with the rural values 

and impedes the ability to continue farming. The increased promotion of farms for 

urban entertainment is absolutely necessary for both educational purposes and for 

many, their bottom line. However, it is not something that interests all farmers and I 

fear that the more traditional farmer may disappear in King County. The county does 

need to make sure though that regulations continue to be adjusted to allow for these 

newer retail type endeavors.  Small businesses of all kinds need to be allowed to 

prosper in King County. 

85 Snoqualmie Disappearance of small farms producing food for people 

87 NonAPD 
Keep farmland for people food, not for equestrian estates which take away farmland 

and drive up land prices. 

89 Sammamish 

Need a clear definition of "agriculture" as it pertains to allowed activities that can help 

food producers (such as critter pads, equipment pads, building of storage or 

animal shelters in flood plains, etc.) A food producing definition of agriculture in this 

case would prevent other land users in ag zoned districts from taking advantage of 

these provisions. 
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ID APD Response (N=67, 75% response rate) 

90 Snoqualmie 

In the long term, I see threats from developers, equestrian interests, flooding, and 

draconian food-safety laws as the biggest threats. In the short term, I think that under-

regulation of land explicitly set aside for agricultural production (i.e. the APDS) has 

allowed profligate misuse of farmland and has driven up the price of potential farm 

properties, making economically sustainable farming on one's own property nearly 

impossible. I believe that the County must write codes and regulations that prohibit any 

and all new buildings, homes, farm pads, structures, etc for anyone in the valley other 

than people producing food. That is to say, equestrian operations are not farms and 

their presence in the valley must be discouraged. Also, there is rampant flouting of 

existing building and zoning codes.Landowners throughout the APD build illegal 

farmpads, illegally raise their homes, build illegal riding arenas, build illegal barns and 

sheds, etc. The County does not enforce its own codes. The existence of non-farm-

related structures in the APD merely serves to further drive up demand for these 

properties and makes them even more out of reach for those of us who would like to 

live and farm our own property one day in the APD. 

91 Snoqualmie 

It is extremely important that APD's, and specifically the Snoqualmie Valley APD, are 

preserved not only as farmland, but as farmland that provides food for people. It is 

important that the Ag Commission understand that the definition of farming or 

agriculture in the valley must include only farming for the specific purpose of feeding 

people. All other activities should be banned from the APD. The cost of land and 

housing is already astronomical. The only way to keep farmers in the Valley is to cease 

all non-farming operations or those operations where the end result is something other 

than food for people. 

92 Vashon cost of land 

93 Vashon Would like to see farmers markets in every neighborhood and community. 

94 Vashon 

I live in fear of DDES. It took 1 yr. to get permit for single-wide mobile home (after DDES 

initial visit was told 2 weeks) between drainage and fire department not 

communicating at my expense. 

95 Snoqualmie They are focused on regulation without concern for farming. 

96 Snoqualmie 

King County.  You are recognized as being in the top most difficult 3-5 places to 

develop.  This may not scare off Costco, Wal-Mart, etc, but why should a farmer looking 

to make a nice farm and decent profit go through the same aggravation as Costco?  I 

am going through a permit nightmare with the County right now, getting apermit to 

pave 4,000 sq.ft. of existing gravel road.  My initialestimate for plan review was over 

$22,000.  After a letter from myattorney, it's now about half that.  Even at $10,000, 

that’s more toreview the plans, than the cost to create the plans and pave the road.So 

what’s it going to be like to actually try to permit and build somenew farm structures?  

21 acres spent over $150,000.  Given the fact that DDES is worried about their job 

security, the word on the street is that you are jacking your bills way up for job security.  

I know of a project on Vashon Island where you actually billed over $40,000 to review 

plans for a 900 sq.ft. cabin. So what's it going to cost to review plans for a new barn in 

the flood plain?  What are you going to put me through? Easier to build four homes, 

and take my millions, than take millions and be treated like a pariah by DDES.  This is 

why people are not farming on farm land in King County.  $22,000 TO REVIEW PLANS 

FOR PAVING 4,000 SQUARE FEET OF PAVEMENT OVER AN EXISTING GRAVEL ROAD.  

DOES ANYONE OVER THERE EVEN REALIZE HOW ABURD THIS IS? 

97 Vashon That it truly be protected, more set aside for young farmers to have access to. 
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ID APD Response (N=67, 75% response rate) 

98 NonAPD To make it easier to farm in king county by a bigger property tax brake 

99 Snoqualmie 

Government employees do stupid things and really believe they are doing the right 

thing. The purchase of property development rights. Take a look at the map and see all 

the property that floods or has wetlands, yet they bought the development rights. 
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Appendix G: Summary of Survey Questions #1-12 

 

Question #1: Do you farm or live in an agriculture production district (APD)?  

Response # % 

Yes 61 69% 

No 18 20% 

No Response 10 11% 

 

 

Question #2: If so, which one?  

Response # % 

Enumclaw 19 21% 

Upper Green 2 2% 

Lower Green 0 0% 

Sammamish 3 3% 

Snoqualmie 31 35% 

Vashon 6 7% 

 

 

Question #3: Are you actively farming?  

Response # % 

Yes 83 93% 

No 2 2% 

No Response 4 4% 

 

 

Question #4: Is farming your primary occupation (more than 50% income)? 

Response # % 

Yes 36 40% 

No 44 49% 

No Response 9 10% 
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Question #5: How many years have you been farming? 

Response # % 

2 or less 7 8% 

3-4 15 17% 

5-9 11 12% 

10 or more 46 52% 

No Response 10 11% 

  

 

Question #6: Do you own or rent your farmland? 

Response # % 

Full Owner 56 63% 

Part owner 6 7% 

Renter 17 19% 

No Response 10 11% 

 

 

Question #7: Where is your place of residence? 

Response # % 

On the farm 57 64% 

Off the farm 20 22% 

No Response 12 13% 

 

 

Question #8: What is the size of the farm (total acres)?  

Response # % 

Less than 5 18 20% 

5-9 24 27% 

10-49 21 24% 

50-179 12 13% 

180-499 4 4% 

500 or more 0 0% 

No Response 10 11% 
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Question #9: What services have you used? (check all that apply) 

Response # % 

Classes/Training 28 31% 

Drainage Assistance 7 8% 

Farm Plan 30 34% 

Floodplain 

Management 6 7% 

Livestock Management 9 10% 

Permit Assistance 12 13% 

Puget Sound Fresh 29 33% 

TDR 8 9% 

Other (see below) 6 7% 

No Response 27 30% 

 

Other Responses for Question #9:  

get no help from any agency 

Garden hotline 

Farmers Home Administration loan 

Farmland Preservation Program 

Cost Share 

Heritage Barn Program 

conservation and habitat restoration 

Salmon Safe Program 

afraid to use county help for fear of problems 

 

 

 

Question #10: What services have you used? (check all that apply) 

Response # % 

King County 26 29% 

KCD 35 39% 

WSU Extension 37 42% 

FSA 10 11% 

NRCS 13 15% 

Other 9 10% 

No Response 25 28% 
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Other Responses for Question #10: 

Tilth - Farm Bureau 

Seattle Tilth (2) 

KC Forestry 

Salmon Safe Stewardship Partners (4) 

Doesn't know who did farm plan 

  

 

Question #11: What agricultural practices do you use? (check all that apply) 

Response # % 

Certified Organic 8 9% 

Organic, but not 

certified  44 49% 

Cover crop 41 46% 

Natural fertilizer 57 64% 

Synthetic fertilizer 14 16% 

GM Seeds 0 0% 

Organic Pesticides 17 19% 

Synthetic Pesticides 6 7% 

Other 9 10% 

No Response 15 17% 

 

Other Responses for Question #11: 

organic micronutrients 

Bumble bee hives 

Landscape cloth to control weeds w/o chemicals 

composted horse manure 

biodynamic 

"natural," humane handling, appropriate BMPs 

bio-diesel, local composted manures 

IPM 

Intensive/high density 
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Question #12: How do you sell your farm products? (check all that apply) 

Response # % 

Auction 2 2% 

Brokerage 1 1% 

CSA 16 18% 

Farmers Market 30 34% 

Farmstand 21 24% 

Grocer 10 11% 

Institutions 1 1% 

Inter-farm sales 8 9% 

Internet 6 7% 

Restaurants 18 20% 

U-pick 14 16% 

Wholesaler 17 19% 

Other 6 7% 

No Response 15 17% 

 

Other Responses for Question #12: 

local community members 

Renter does fields 

Direct to consumer (2) 

Websites 

government sales 

don't sell 

word of mouth (3) 

pre-picked orders 

Retail 

Self-provider to our own restaurant 

Individuals 

Value Added 

from the field 

check 

camps, small niche grocers 

neighbor to neighbor 
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King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks 
Water and Land Resources Division 

SURVEY ON AGRICULTURE IN KING COUNTY 
RESEARCH REPORT 

 
May 5, 2009 

 
In order to increase understanding of King County residents’ opinions of and experiences 
with farms and farming in the county, the Water and Land Resources Division, King 
County Department of Natural Resources and Parks, conducted a survey of county 
residents.  Research results will be used in the report on Future of Agriculture, Realized 
Meaningful Solutions (FARMS) and in policy and program planning relating to 
agriculture in the county.   
 
This report describes the survey on agriculture in King County.  Research objectives are 
discussed first, followed by research methods, results, and key findings and conclusions.  
The appendix contains a copy of the questionnaire used in the survey. 
 
Objectives 
 
The information objectives of the survey on agriculture in King County included the 
following: 
 

• Assess King County residents’ opinions of the importance of having farms and 
farming in King County, and explore residents’ impressions of farms and farming 
in the county; 

 
• Assess residents’ opinions of the importance being able to engage in selected 

activities related to local farms and farming, including purchasing farm food 
products and visiting farms; 

 
• Examine the frequency with which residents purchase food produced on King 

County Farms, locations in which the food is purchased, and importance of 
selected factors in the decision to purchase food from local farms.   

 
• Examine the frequency with which residents visit food-producing and horse farms 

in King County; and 
 

• Assess residents’ opinions of the importance of using and preserving land for 
agriculture in King County and continuing support for farmers in the county. 

 
Research Methods 
 
Between March 16 and March 26, 2009, a total of 450 telephone interviews were 
completed with residents of King County.  The first 400 interviews were completed with 
individuals who were randomly selected from lists of county residents; 360 interviews 
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were completed with residents of urban areas, and 40 with residents of rural areas.  Then, 
an additional 50 interviews were completed with individuals who were randomly selected 
from zip codes in rural parts of the county and who said they lived in rural areas.  Thus, 
interviews were completed with a total of 360 residents of urban areas and 90 residents of 
rural areas in King County.  The additional interviews with rural residents permitted more 
accurate assessment of the views of rural residents and comparison between urban and 
rural residents.   
 
The questionnaire used in the research sought information about residents’ opinions of 
and experiences with farms and farming in King County.  It was developed with the input 
and approval of the King County Water and Land Resources Division.  A copy of the 
questionnaire used in the survey is included in the appendix.  
 
Limitations 
 
If the 450 survey respondents comprised a random sample of all county residents, the 
maximum margin of error would be expected to be less than ±4.7 percent at the 95 
percent confidence interval (p<.05).  If the 360 residents of rural areas comprised a 
random sample of the 1,738,195 residents of rural areas, the maximum margin of error 
would be expected to be less than ±5.2 percent for urban residents at the 95 percent 
confidence interval.  If the 90 residents of rural areas comprised a random sample of the 
144,000 rural residents, the maximum margin of error would be expected to be less than 
±10.3 percent for rural residents at the 95 percent confidence interval.1 
 
 
Results 
 
The responses to the survey on agriculture in King County are presented below for each 
of the information objectives addressed by the survey  
 
Since additional interviews were completed with rural residents, there was a higher 
proportion of rural residents among the survey respondents than is found among the 
population of county residents.  Therefore, the responses of urban and rural residents 
were weighted according to their actual representation in King County (urban – 92.3%; 
rural – 7.7%), so that the overall survey results presented below reflect the actual 
composition of urban and rural residents in the county. 
 
In addition, the survey responses of urban and rural residents were analyzed to identify 
statistically significant differences between the two groups.  When survey results differed 
significantly between urban and rural residents, those differences are discussed below.2  
Tables detailing responses to all questions in the survey are available separately.   

                                                 
1  Population estimates are taken from the 2008 Annual Growth Report. 
2 Differences between the responses of rural versus urban residents were tested using a t-test for 

independent samples or a chi-square test (SPSS 15.0 for Windows, Release 15.0.1.1, 3 July 2007).  
Results were considered statistically significant when the probability of that outcome occurring by 
chance was less than .05 (p<.05). 
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All of the survey results presented below are based on the number of residents answering 
each question, which usually was less than 450 since not all respondents answered every 
question.  The number of respondents answering each question is noted in the charts and 
tables (e.g., N=444).   
 
Importance and Impressions of Farms and Farming in King County 
 
First, King County residents were asked, “Overall, how important to you is it to have 
farms and farming in King County?”  Respondents used a five-point scale, where 1 
means “not at all important” and 5 means “extremely important,” to answer this question.  
As the next chart shows, half (52%) of the residents sated that “to have farms and 
farming in King County” was “extremely important” to them, and almost three-fourths of 
the residents rated the importance of having farms and farming in King County a 4 or a 5 
on the five-point scale where 5 means “extremely important.”  Unless otherwise noted, 
percentages do not total 100 in this and subsequent charts due to rounding. 
 

Importance of Farms and Farming in King County

6% 15% 22% 52%4%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Overall, how
important to you is it
to have farms and
farming in King

County? (N=444)

1-Not at all important 2 3 4 5-Extremely important
 

 
Ratings of the importance of farms and farming in King County provided by residents 
who live in rural areas did not differ significantly from the ratings provided by residents 
who live in urban areas. 
 
Next, residents were asked, “When you think of farms and farming in King County, what 
comes to mind?”  The most common responses to this question are summarized in the 
next table.  As this chart shows, residents most frequently said that food crops or farms 
come to mind when thinking of farms and farming in King County, followed by milk, 
cheese, and dairy products or farms.  Only 12 (3%) respondents said that they didn’t 
know King County had farms, and only 2 (<1%) said that “nothing” comes to mind when 
they think of farms and farming in King County.  Percentages total more than 100 in the 
following table because some respondents gave more than one answer to this question.  
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When you think of farms and farming in King County,  

what comes to mind? 
(N=444) 

Food crops, farms (fruit, berries, vegetables) 49% 

Milk, cheese, dairy products, farms 22% 

Disappearing farm lands - concrete, development 18% 

A specific town or area (Carnation, etc.) 17% 

Small farms, family, not big business 16% 

Fresh, local, sustainable products 15% 

Open spaces - fields, pastures, acreage, rural 
areas 

15% 

Farmer's markets 11% 

Livestock 11% 

Organic farming, healthy, good for environment 8% 

Truck farms - general 8% 

Animals - general 7% 

Horse farms, stables 6% 

Plants, flowers 5% 

Gardening - backyard, community 5% 

Farm lifestyle, hard work 4% 

Chicken farms 3% 

Farming is of little, no concern to me 3% 

Agriculture - general 3% 

Wheat, hay, grain farms 3% 

Didn't know King County had any farms 3% 
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Activities Relating to Farms and Farming in King County 
 
Residents were asked to rate how important it is to them personally to be able to do each 
of ten activities that relate to farms and farming in King County.  As the next chart 
shows, the activity rated most important was, “Enjoy rural scenery and open spaces 
provided by the agricultural landscapes in King County.”  Over half (55%) of the 
residents rated this “extremely important,” and three-fourths (77%) rated enjoying rural 
scenery and open spaces a 4 or a 5 on the five-point scale where 5 means “extremely 
important.”   
 
Almost three-fourths (73%) of the residents rated “purchase fruit and vegetables grown in 
King County” a 4 or a 5 on the five-point scale where 5 means “extremely important.” 
 
Between 58 and 61 percent of the residents rated four activities a 4 or a 5 on the five-
point scale where 5 means “extremely important”:  “Purchase eggs farmed in King 
County,” “Purchase plants, flowers, and Christmas tress grown in King County,” 
“Purchase milk, cheese, or other dairy products from King County farms,” and “Visit 
farms in King County, such as pumpkin patches or u-pick berry farms.” 
 
Purchasing chicken or other poultry and purchasing beef or other meats from livestock in 
King County were rated somewhat lower in importance (48% and 37%, respectively, 
rated these a 4 or 5 on the five-point scale). 
 
Visiting horse farms and riding horses in King County were the activities rated lowest in 
importance by residents (23% rated these a 4 or a 5 on the five-point scale). 
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Importance of Being Able To Do Each Activity

45%

37%

19%

15%

13%

11%

10%

12%

6%

16%

20%

16%

13%

11%

8%

11%

8%

7%

16%

21%

27%

24%

19%

20%

18%

19%

14%

13%

9%

11%

17%

21%

25%

29%

26%

24%

27%

22%

14%

12%

20%

27%

33%

32%

34%

36%

46%

55%4% 6%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Ride horses in King
County (N=449)

Visit horse farms in King
County (N=445)

Purchase beef or other
meats from livestock
raised in King County

(N=437)

Purchase chicken or other
poultry raised in King

County (N=443)

Visit farms in King
County, such as pumpkin

patches or u-pick berry
farms (N=448)

Purchase milk, cheese, or
other dairy products from

King County farms
(N=444)

Purchase plants, flowers,
and Christmas trees
grown in King County

(N=448)

Purchase eggs farmed in
King County (N=444)

Purchase fruit and
vegetables grown in King

County (N=448)

Enjoy rural scenery and
open spaces provided by

the agricultural
landscapes in King

County (N=444)

1-Not at all important 2 3 4 5-Extremely important
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Six of the ten activities relating to farms and farming in King County were rated 
significantly higher in importance by rural residents than by urban residents: 
 

• “Purchase plants, flowers, and Christmas trees grown in King County,” 

• “Visit farms in King County, such as pumpkin patches or u-pick berry farms,” 

• “Purchase chicken or other poultry raised in King County,” 

• “Purchase beef or other meats from livestock raised in King County,” 

• “Visit horse farms in King County,” and 

• “Ride horses in King County.” 
 
Purchasing Food Produced on King County Farms 
 
Residents were asked, “How often do you purchase food produced on farms in King 
County?”  Eighty-five percent of the residents who answered this question said that they 
purchase food produced in King County more than once a year, and 62 percent purchase 
food produced in King County at least once a month, as shown in the next chart. 
 

How often do you purchase food produced on farms in 
King County? 

(N=389)
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Urban and rural residents of King County did not differ significantly in how often they 
purchase food produced on farms in the county. 
 
The survey respondents who purchase food produced in King County more than once a 
year also were asked about the places in which they have purchased the food and the 
importance of several considerations in their decision to purchase food from local farms. 
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As the next chart shows, most of the residents who have purchased food produced in 
King County more than once in the last year said that they have purchased it at 
neighborhood farmer’s markets (89%) or in grocery stores (87%).  Sixty-three percent 
said that have purchased food produced in King County at roadside stands, 50 percent at 
the Pike Place Market, 45 percent on farms, and 44 percent at restaurants. 
 

In the last year, where have you purchased food 
produced in King County? 

Asked of residents who purchased food produced in 
King County more than once in the last year  

(N=329)
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Urban residents were significantly more likely than rural residents to say that they have 
purchased food produced in King County at the Pike Place Market.  On the other hand, 
rural residents were significantly more likely than urban residents to say that they have 
purchased food produced in King County at roadside stands.  Rural and urban residents’ 
responses did not differ significantly for the other purchase locations. 
 
At least 79 percent of the residents who purchase food produced in King County more 
than once a year rated five of the six considerations in the decision to purchase food from 
local farms a 4 or a 5 on the five-point scale where 5 means “extremely important”: 
 

• “The freshness of the foods from King County,” 

• “The safety of the food grown in King County,” 

• “Local farmers’ practices that protect the environment, including fish, wildlife, 
and water quality,” 

• “Wanting to support local farmers,” and 

• “The environmental benefits of purchasing locally and minimizing the impact, or 
carbon footprint, of transporting foods longer distances.” 



 

11 Appendix C 2009 FARMS REPORT 

About half (49%) of the residents rated “being able to visit farms in King County” a 4 or 
a 5 on the five-point scale where 5 means “extremely important.”  These results are 
shown in the next chart. 
 

Importance of Considerations in Decision to Purchase 
Food from Local Farms

Asked of residents who purchased food produced in 
King County more than once in the last year
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Four of the considerations in decisions to purchase food from local farms were rated 
significantly higher in importance by rural residents than by urban residents: 
 

• “The freshness of the foods from King County,” 

• “The safety of food grown in King County,” 

• “Wanting to support local farmers,” and 

• “Being able to visit farms in King County.” 
 
Ratings of the other two considerations, which related to environmental considerations, in 
decisions to purchase food from local farms did not differ significantly between rural and 
urban residents. 
 
Visiting Farms in King County 
 
Residents were asked how often they visit food-producing farms and horse farms in King 
County.  As the next chart shows, over 40 percent of the residents said that they visit food 
producing farms in King County more than once a year. 
 

How often do you visit food producing farms in King 
County, such as pumpkin patches, U-pick berry farms, 

or dairy farms?
(N=449)
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Just six percent of the residents said that they visit horse farms in King County more than 
once a year. 
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How often do you visit horse farms in King County?
(N=450)

83%

12%

2% 3% 1%
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

Never Once a year or
less

More than once
a year, less
than once a

month

1+ times a
month, less than

once a week

1+ times a
week

 
 
Rural residents said that they visit food producing and horse farms in King County 
significantly more often than urban residents. 
 
Using and Preserving Land for Agriculture 
 
Residents were asked to indicate their level of agreement (“Strongly agree,” “agree,” 
“neither agree nor disagree,” “disagree”, or “strongly disagree”) with six statements 
about agriculture in King County, which are shown in the next chart.   
 
Eighty-five percent of the residents said that they “agree” or “strongly agree” with the 
statement, “King County should continue to provide services to farmers, such as 
assistance with permits, drainage improvements, promotion of local farm products, and 
grants to improve environmental practices.” 
 
Between 66 and 77 percent of the residents said that they “agree” or “strongly agree” 
with the statements, “It is more important to use agriculturally zoned land for producing 
food in King County than for horse farming,” “Farming in King County is economically 
challenging,” and “King County should preserve farmland by purchasing development 
rights to the land to insure that it will continue to be used for agriculture.”   
 
Conversely, 75 and 80 percent of the residents said that the “disagree” or “strongly 
disagree” with the statements, “It is more important to use agriculturally zoned land for 
horse farming than for producing food in King County,” and “It is more important to 
develop land for housing, business, and industry than to preserve lands for farms in King 
County,” respectively. 
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Agreement with Statements About Agriculture 
in King County
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Larger proportions of rural than urban residents said that they “agree” and “neither agree 
nor disagree” with the statement, “It is more important to use agriculturally zoned land 
for horse farming than for producing food in King County,” while a larger proportion of 
urban residents said that they “strongly disagree” with this statement.  Agreement with 
the other statements about agriculture in King County did not differ significantly between 
rural and urban residents. 
 
Forty-five percent of residents said that the amount of land used for all types of 
agriculture in King County should be increased, and 53 percent said that the amount of 
land used for all types of agriculture should be “kept about the same as it is now.”  Only 
one percent of the residents said that they thought the amount of land used for agriculture 
in King County should be decreased, as shown in the next chart. 
 
 

Amount of Land Used for Agriculture in King County

1% 53% 45%
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Responses to the question about whether the amount of land used for agriculture in King 
County should be increased, decreased, or kept about the same did not differ significantly 
between rural and urban residents. 
 
 
Key Findings and Conclusions 
 
The results of the survey on agriculture in King County suggest the following key 
findings and conclusions: 
 
Having farms and farming in King County and being able to purchase food produced on 
farms in King County are important to most county residents. 
 

• Almost three-fourths of King County residents rated having farms and farming in 
King County a 4 or a 5 on a five-point scale where 5 means “extremely 
important.” 
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• When asked about the importance of being able to do specific activities relating to 
farms and farming in King County, about three-fourths of the county residents 
rated being able to “enjoy rural scenery and open spaces provided by the 
agricultural landscapes in King County” and being able to “purchase fruit and 
vegetables grown in King County” a 4 or a 5 on the five-point scale where 5 
means “extremely important.”  Being able to “visit horse farms in King County” 
and “ride horses in King County” were the activities rated least important, and 23 
percent of the residents rated these a 4 or a 5 on the five-point scale where 5 
means extremely important. 

 
• Asking about “farms and farming in King County” brought a variety of images to 

mind for county residents, but food crops and farms were mentioned most often, 
followed by dairy products and farms. 

 
Purchasing food produced on farms in King County is a fairly common practice for many 
residents. 
 

• Sixty-two percent of the residents said that they “purchase food produced on 
farms in King County” at least once a month, and 85 percent said that they 
“purchase food produced on farms in King County” more than once a year.   

 
• These residents most often purchase food produced in King County at 

neighborhood farmer’s markets or grocery stores.   
 

• Between 57 and 75 percent of the residents said that the freshness, safety, and 
environmental benefits associated with foods produced in King County, as well as 
wanting to support local farmers, were “extremely important” (5 on the five-point 
scale) considerations in the decision to purchase food from local farms. 

 
Most residents support continuing county support for farmers in King County and using 
land for food-producing agriculture in King County. 
 

• Eighty-five percent of the residents said that they “agree” or “strongly agree” with 
the statement, “King County should continue to provide services to farmers, such 
as assistance with permits, drainage improvements, promotion of local farm 
products, and grants to improve environmental practices.” 

 
• Between 66 and 77 percent of the residents said that they “agree” or “strongly 

agree” with the statements, “It is more important to use agriculturally zoned land 
for producing food in King County than for horse farming,” “Farming in King 
County is economically challenging,” and “King County should preserve 
farmland by purchasing development rights to the land to insure that it will 
continue to be used for agriculture.”   

 
• Forty-five percent of residents said that the amount of land used for all types of 

agriculture in King County should be increased, and 53 percent said that the 
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amount of land used for all types of agriculture should be “kept about the same as 
it is now.”   

 
Rural residents rated some activities and considerations as more important and more 
frequently engage in some activities that relate to farms and farming in King County than 
do urban residents. 
 

• Rural residents engage in some activities relating to farms and farming more often 
and rate these activities as more important than do urban residents, including 
visiting food-producing and horse farms; the importance of being able to purchase 
plants, poultry, and meats from King County; and the importance of visiting farms 
and riding horses in King County. 

 
• The freshness and safety of foods grown in King County, wanting to support local 

farmers, and being able to visit farms in King County were more important 
considerations in decisions to purchase foods produced in King County for rural 
than for urban residents. 
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Survey on Agriculture in King County 
 

Phone: (___ ___ ___) ___ ___ ___ - ___ ___ ___ ___ 

Zip Code (from list) 
 
 ___  ___  ___  ___  ___ 

Zip Type (see list) Urban  1 
Rural  2 
Both  3 

Name: ______________________________________  
Gender                    Male  1 

Female  2 

Interviewer ______________            Date ______________ 
 

Area Type (Q. 2)   Urban  1 
Suburban  2 

Rural  3 
 

Hello, this is ________ with Consumer Opinion Services, a research firm in Seattle.  I am 
calling on behalf of King County as part of a research study.  For this study I need to 
speak with the [male/female] head of this household.  Would that be you? 
  CONTINUE -- Yes  1 
  ASK TO SPEAK TO PERSON/FOR TIME TO CALL BACK -- No  2 
  ASK TO SPEAK TO PERSON/FOR TIME TO CALL BACK -- DK/REF  3 
 
[REPEAT FIRST PARAGRAPH IF NECESSARY.]  I am calling on behalf of King 
County strictly for research purposes.  Your answers will be completely anonymous and 
confidential and will be used by King County in developing policies and programs 
relating to agriculture in the county.  This is not a sales call, and no sales calls or 
solicitations will result from this call.  King County is very interested developing the best 
possible programs and policies that relate to agriculture. 
 

Note:  If respondents ask, they can direct any questions about the survey to Steve Evans, 
King County Water and Land Resources Division, 206-296-7824. 
 

1. First, do you live in King County? 
  CONTINUE - Yes  1 
  THANK & TERMINATE - No  2 
  THANK & TERMINATE - DK/REF  3 

 
2. Would you say that you live in an area that is mostly urban, suburban, or rural? 

  CONTINUE - Urban  1 
  CONTINUE - Suburban  2 
  CONTINUE - Rural  3 
  THANK & TERMINATE - DK/REF  4 

 
3. Overall, how important to you is it to have farms and farming in King County?  

Please rate the importance of farms and farming on a five-point scale, where 1 means 
“not at all important” and 5 means “extremely important.”  Would you rate having 
farms and farming in King County a 1, meaning “not at all important,” a 5, meaning 
“extremely important,” or some number in between? 
  _________ 
  DK/REF  6 
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4. When you think of farms and farming in King County, what comes to mind?  What 
else?  PROBE FULLY. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5. Next I’m going to read a list of activities.  Please tell me how important it is to you 

personally to be able to do each of the activities.  Please use a five-point scale where 
5 means “extremely important” and 1 means “not at all important.”  First, how 
important is it to __________________:  READ AND ROTATE. 

 

 Not at all 
important 

 Extremely 
important 

DK/  
REF 

Purchase fruit and vegetables grown in 
King County 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Purchase eggs farmed in King County 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Purchase chicken or other poultry raised 
in King County 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Purchase beef or other meats from 
livestock raised in King County 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Purchase milk, cheese, or other dairy 
products from King County farms 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Purchase plants, flowers, and Christmas 
trees grown in King County 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Visit farms in King County, such as 
pumpkin patches or u-pick berry farms 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Visit horse farms in King County 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Ride horses in King County 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Enjoy rural scenery and open spaces 
provided by the agricultural landscapes 
in King County 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
6. How often do you purchase food produced on farms in King County?  Please include 

vegetables, fruits, meat, chicken, eggs, and dairy products.  Would you say: 
  SKIP TO Q. 9 - You never purchase food produced on farms in King County  1 
  SKIP TO Q. 9 - You purchase food produced on farms in King County once a year or less  2 
  CONTINUE - More than once a year but less than once a month  3 
  CONTINUE - One or more times a month but less than once a week  4 
  CONTINUE - One or more times a week  5 
  DO NOT READ, SKIP TO Q. 9 - DK/REF  6 
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7. In the last year, where have you purchased food produced in King County?  Have you 

purchased food at least once during the last year at _______:  READ AND ROTATE. 
 

 Yes No DK/REF 
Neighborhood farmer’s markets 1 2 3 
The Pike Place Market in Seattle 1 2 3 
Roadside stands 1 2 3 
Farms 1 2 3 
Grocery stores 1 2 3 
Restaurants 1 2 3 

 
8. How important to you are the following considerations in your decision to purchase 

food from local farms?  Please use a five-point scale where 5 means “extremely 
important” and 1 means “not at all important.”  First, how important is __________:  
READ AND ROTATE 

 

 Not at all 
important 

 Extremely 
important 

DK/  
REF 

The safety of the food grown in King County 1 2 3 4 5 6 
The freshness of the foods from King County 1 2 3 4 5 6 
The environmental benefits of purchasing 
locally and minimizing the impact, or carbon 
footprint, of transporting foods longer distances 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Local farmers’ practices that protect the 
environment, including fish, wildlife, and water 
quality 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Being able to visit farms in King County 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Wanting to support local farmers 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
9. How often do you visit food producing farms in King County, such as pumpkin 

patches, U-pick berry farms, or dairy farms?  Would you say: 
  Never  1 
  Once a year or less  2 
  More than once a year but less than once a month  3 
  One or more times a month but less than once a week  4 
  One or more times a week  5 
  DO NOT READ - DK/REF  6 

 
10. How often do you visit horse farms in King County?  Would you say: 

 Never  1 
  Once a year or less  2 
  More than once a year but less than once a month  3 
  One or more times a month but less than once a week  4 
  One or more times a week  5 
  DO NOT READ - DK/REF  6 
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11. Next, I’m going to read several statements about agriculture in King County.  Please 
tell me whether you agree or disagree with each statement.  First, ______________.  
Do you strongly agree, agree, neither agree nor disagree, disagree or strongly disagree 
with this statement?  READ AND ROTATE. 

 

 Strongly 
disagree 

 
Disagree 

Neither agree 
nor disagree 

 
Agree 

Strongly 
agree 

DK/  
REF 

It is more important to develop land 
for housing, business, and industry 
than to preserve land for farms in 
King County. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

It is more important to use 
agriculturally zoned land for horse 
farming than for producing food in 
King County.   

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Farming in King County is 
economically challenging. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

King County should preserve 
farmland by purchasing development 
rights to the land to insure that it will 
continue to be used for agriculture. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

It is more important to use 
agriculturally zoned land for 
producing food in King County than 
for horse farming. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

King County should continue to 
provide services to farmers, such as 
assistance with permits, drainage 
improvements, promotion of local 
farm products, and grants to improve 
environmental practices. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 
12. In your opinion, should the amount of land used for all types of agriculture in King 

County be increased, decreased, or kept about the same as it is now?   
   Increase  1 
   Decrease  2 
   Keep about the same  3 
   DK/REF  4 

13. This last question is for classification purposes only.  What is your home zip code? 
 
  ___  ___  ___  ___  ___ 
  DK/REF 99999 

14. Thank you very much for your time and opinions.  Your input will be very helpful to 
King County as it works to develop the best possible policies and programs for 
agriculture. 

15. Record gender (DO NOT ASK): Male  1 
  Female  2 
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Community Partners Survey and Summarized Results 
 
As part of the research for the FARMS Report, the King County Agriculture Program surveyed about 70 
organizations that partner with the King County Agriculture Program.  These groups vary significantly 
and include governmental organizations that the county works with on land use, code and policy; non-
profits that the county works with in areas such as marketing, economic development, and educational 
programming; groups that receive financial assistance; and representatives of farmer groups that are 
impacted by county regulations and policy.   
 
Thirty responses were returned.  Following is a short summary of the results. 
 
Question 1:  Please identify the challenges, concerns and services that are the most important for 
organizations and local governments to be prioritizing in work plans over the next 5 – 10 years in 
order to help ensure the future of farming in King County and western Washington.  
 30 responses 

• Access to land:  cost, protecting land inside and outside the Agricultural Production Districts, 
farmland preservation programs (77 percent)  

• Access to appropriate infrastructure:  process, distribution and transportation needs (67 percent) 
• Development pressures:  incompatible land uses, McMansions, cumulative impacts of growth (43 

percent) 
• Market Development:  new markets and products that provide a fair price—farmers markets, 

institutional sales to schools, health care, hotels (40 percent) 
• Farmer transitions:  succession planning for retiring farmers, support for new farmers such as 

finding land, training, technical and financial support (37 percent) 
• Flooding impacts, regulatory issues, and access to capital (all at 33 percent)  

 
There was less consensus about identifying the five least important challenges, concerns and services 
important to farming viability.  Many respondents did not answer this section, stating that all issues were 
important.  Some respondents stated the issues they identified as least important were still important, but 
less so than those identified as priorities. 

• Farm labor issues:  finding workers, cost of labor, housing, immigration (37 percent) 
• Access to capital (37 percent) 
• Food safety issues:  understanding and complying with new standards, additional training (37 

percent) 
• Research to gather essential data to support agricultural activities:  land use research, economic 

impacts of farming, farmers market research (37 percent) 
• Cost of doing business:  cost of permits, high taxes on agricultural buildings, equipment, 

insurance (33 percent) 
• Marketing and consumer education:  marketing about locally grown food, helping to increase 

demand (33 percent) 
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Question 2a:  Please identify the top five challenges, concerns and services your organization is 
prioritizing to work on for the next 5-10 years in the first column.  (30 responses) 

• Marketing and Consumer Education (17 responses) 
• Education and Training (16 responses) 
• Market Development (15 responses) 
• Access to appropriate infrastructure (14 responses) 
• Research to gather essential data (11 responses) 
• Advocacy (10 responses) 

 
Of the top six priorities surveyed organizations are working on, only two (market development and access 
to appropriate infrastructure) were identified in the top five priorities to help ensure the future of farming 
over the next 5-10 years (Question 1). 
 
Question 2b:  Please identify which of the challenges, concerns and services you think the King 
County Ag Program should prioritize in its programming over the next 5-10 years. 

• Access to land (22 responses) 
• Access to appropriate infrastructure (17 responses) 
• Development Pressures (16 responses) 
• Regulatory issues (15 responses) 
• Flooding Impacts and Cost of doing business (12 responses for each) 

 
Question 3a:  We know there are many organizations working on a wide variety of issues facing 
agriculture.  Do you see any gaps in services to farmers in western Washington, specifically King 
County, that organizations and governments are not responding to, or are responding 
inadequately?  If so, what are they?  (20 responses) 
Comments about gaps in services fell into several themes: 

• Helping farmers sell more products:  develop infrastructure, help make farm-institution sales 
easier, coordinate processing and distribution, develop new products and take to market, King 
County advocate for strong direct sales sites in cities, policy work to improve farm to institution 
sales  (12 responses) 

• Land use issues: wetland mitigation banking is removing farmland, use land for food and fiber 
not other purposes in APD, policy work on development pressures, farmland preservation (5 
responses) 

• Flooding:  more policy work about impacts, create stable task force for flooding issues, 
training/research about food safety, more after flood relief support (5 responses) 

• Farm labor (2 responses) 
• Access to land (2 responses) 

 
Question 4:  Are there areas where there is excessive overlap of services to farmers in western 
Washington, specifically King County?  If so, what are they?  (17 responses) 
Comments about overlap in services fell into several themes: 

• No overlaps, farmers need all the help they can get (6 responses) 
• Marketing:  could back off on consumer marketing in King County because demand for local 

food exceeds supply; refine message to target institutional purchasing; bundle marketing dollars 
to cover local, regional, and state efforts to buy local; do not duplicate research (6 responses) 

• Government overlap:  King County duplicates others’ services, too much red tape on some 
programs, contract out more services (4 responses) 

• Partner communications:  too many meetings, need more coordination, not clear about who is 
doing what (3 responses) 
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Question 5:  You and your organization were chosen to participate in this survey because the King 
County Ag Program partners with you in some way.  We would like feedback on how this 
partnership is working for you and what we could do better.  (17 responses) 
 
5a:  In what work areas do you partner with the King County Ag Program?  
There was a wide range of answers reflecting each organization’s unique relationship to the Agriculture 
Program. 
 
5b:  What is the role of King County Ag Program in the partnership?  
Most organizations partnerships with the Agriculture Program vary depending on the activity.   

• Support role (14 responses) 
• Lead role 
• Financial 
• Partner, colleague 
• Advocate 

 
5c:  How can King County make the partnership more effective?  (21 responses) 

• More communications, better coordination, be more proactive asking for partner help, give 
partners more information (7 responses) 

• Fine as is (5 responses) 
• More financial resources would be great (5 responses) 

 
6a:  We would like you to comment on the current scope of work of the King County Ag Program.  
What types of programs or work activities do you think the King County Ag Program is most 
effective at performing?   (26 responses) 
This was a free form question with several themes that became apparent. 

• Farmland Preservation 
• Dealing with government regulations, land use and permitting issues  
• Interfacing between government and farmers, helping decipher code 
• Working on Puget Sound Fresh, farmers market support and marketing 

 
6b:  When thinking about the work of the King County Ag Program, can you identify any areas 
that could be better done by another organization?  (17 responses) 

• Six respondents stated responded there were not other work areas to improve   
• Three respondents mentioned education and research could be better done by other groups 
• The rest of the answers covered a wide area.  Several mentioned marketing related activities that 

could be done better by others. 
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Key Stakeholder Organizations  
Attending Community Partners Meeting or providing other input 
 
Acting Food Policy Council of King County  
Carnation Farmers Market 
Cascade Harvest Coalition 
Cascade Land Conservancy 
Green River Community College, Small Business Assistance Center 
Horses for Clean Water 
King Conservation District 
King County Farmers Markets 
King-Pierce Farm Bureau 
Natural Resources Conservation Services 
Neighborhood Farmers Market Alliance 
Northwest Ag Business Center 
Partnership for Rural King County 
PCC Farmland Trust 
Public Health – Seattle & King County 
Puget Sound Meat Producers Coop 
Seattle Farmers Market Association 
Snohomish Conservation District 
Sno-Valley Tilth 
Washington State Department of Agriculture 
Washington State University – King County Extension 
Washington State University – Pierce County Extension 
Washington State University – Small Farms Program 
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Agriculture Land Use Survey 
Category Descriptions 
 
Livestock/Forage: Livestock present on the field, visible animal waste, 

presence of hay bales, visible tire tracks from cutting, 
baling or chopping, manure spreading 

 
Managed Grassland: Grassland or field where there are no signs of 

livestock/forage but is being cut at agronomic stubble 
heights (<3 inches)   

 
Corn (2006 only): Stand alone corn field use for grain or silage (vegetable 

corn included in Market Crops/Produce).  Recorded as 
Livestock/Forage in 2009 survey.  

 
Market crops/Produce: Flower and vegetable gardens (must be larger than only 

self-sustaining) 
 
Unmanaged Grassland: Grassland or field where there are no signs of 

livestock/forage that is not being cut for length   
 
Nursery: Presence of a nursery 
 
Tree Farm: Presence of a tree farm (i.e. poplar plantation) 
 
Orchard: Presence of at least 6 orchard trees  
 
Unmanaged Orchard: Presence of orchard trees that show no signs of being 

harvested, pruned, fruit falling to the ground; collection 
must be visible on aerial photos 

 
Grapes: Presence of grapes 
 
Sod farm: Presence of sod farm 
 
Forested/Upland: Presence of forest, typically continuous multi-parcel tracts 

of trees; small, isolated groves not included 
 
Sports/Recreation: Presence of ball fields (baseball, soccer, etc.), parks, golf 

courses, grassland preserves that can be used for 
recreational hiking, sports complexes, campgrounds 

 
Too Wet to Farm: Presence of standing water visible from road or in aerial 

photos 
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Marsh or Wetland: Presence of marsh, wetland, reeds, etc. 
 
Other Roads, rivers and lakes, buildings, any lawn or grass cut 

too short to be used for grazing, houses, mining or 
construction, non-tillable surfaces, non-agriculture parcels 
that are not covered by other categories 

 
Horse (2009 only): Horses present.  Recorded as Livestock/Forage in the 2006 

survey. 
 
Notes on categories 

• Depending upon the use of rotation and presence of activity, some parcels 
categorized as Managed or Unmanaged Grassland could be categorized as 
Livestock/Forage.  Attempts were made to determine if any grassland fields were 
previously used or looked as if they were being kept up for future use (i.e. well-
managed fencing, electrical tape).   

• When a parcel had multiple land types it was divided into multiple records to 
indicate these uses.  This was not done for buildings on an agriculturally-used 
parcel (such as a house on a livestock property) or when the other land type was 
insignificant (such as some trees on a property).  In these instances the entire 
parcel was categorized as the majority use in order to keep record count at a 
manageable level. 
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How much land is needed to feed King County’s population? 
The chart below shows how much land it might take to grow about 27 of the most common fruits and vegetables consumed by an 
average American as reported by U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Economic Research Service consumption data.  Production 
estimates are based on published yield data from Washington State and Oregon State Universities or local growers when available.  
The amount of calories a person needs is based on a 2,000 calorie a day diet.   
 

2,000 calories / person x 2 million people =4 billion(4,000,000,000)calories/day x 365 days = 
1.46 trillion (1,460,000,000,000) calories/year   

 

Per capita 
consumption 
lbs /year 

x 2 million 
people= tons 

yield/ 
acre/ton 

acres 
needed to 
supply 

Total 
lbs 

(1,000) 
Calories/lb 

Total calories 
(1,000) 

% of Per 
Capita 
consumption 

Snap beans 1.8 1,800 6.5 277 3,601 80 288,080 100% 

Broccoli 5.4 5,400 5.5 982 10,802 139 1,501,478 100% 
Brussels 
sprouts 

0.21 210 7.8 27 421 166 69,919 100% 

Cabbage 7.8 7,800 13 600 15,600 108 1,684,800 100% 
Carrots 8.6 8,600 28 307 17,192 110 1,891,120 100% 

Cauliflower 1.6 1,600 8 200 3,200 20 640,000 100% 
Sweet corn 8.9 8,900 9 988 17,784 264 4,394,976 100% 
Cucumbers 5.8 5,800 6.4 906 11,596 45 521,856 100% 

Garlic 2.1 2,100 5 420 4,200 405 1,701,000 100% 
Collard 
greens 

0.49 490 8.4 83 1,394.4 22 30,677.8 100% 

Kale 0.28 280 22.4 13 582.4 96 55,910.4 100% 
Head lettuce 20.9 20,900 16 1,306 41,792 57 2,382,144 100% 

Romaine 
and leaf 

11.2 11,200 10 1,120 22,400 50 1,120,000 100% 

Mustard 
greens 

0.42 420 8.4 50 840 29 24,360 100% 

Onions 20.4 20,400 20 1,020 40,800 121 4,936,800 100% 
Potatoes 44.7 44,700 25 1,788 89,400 360 32,184,000 100% 
Pumpkin 4.2 4,200 15 280 8,400 160 1,260,000 100% 
Radishes 0.49 490 6 82 984 59 56,056, 100% 
Spinach 1.8 1,800 9 200 3,600 104 374,400 100% 

     Summer 
Squash 

4 4,000 20 200 8,000 35 280,000 100% 

Tomatoes 16.4 16,400 14 1,171 32,788 81 2,655,828 100% 
Turnip 
greens 

0.41 470 8.4 6 100.8 95 9,576 100% 

        12026     58,062,980.4  
                 

Blackberries 0.11 111 5 22 220 150 33 100% 
Blueberries 0.35 350 7 50 700 162 113,400 100% 
Raspberries 0.27 270 3.5 77 539 121 65,219 100% 
Strawberries 8 8,000 5 1,600 16,000 92 1,472,000 100% 
Apples fresh 
& Juice) 

40 40,000 60 670 20,100 106 2,130,600  

        2,419     3,781,252  
                 

TOTAL       14,445     61,844,232  
 



2 

 
The chart below indicates how much land might be needed to raise livestock for consumption.  There are two lines for each animal.  The 
first line shows how much land it would take to produce 100% of what might be consumed.  The second line shows how much could be 
produced on 6,000 acres.  For example, for beef the top line shows that 372,000 acres would be needed to raise all the beef that county 
residents consume.  The second line shows that King County farmers can only produce less than 1% of the beef animals we consume on 
6,000 acres 
 
 

  
Per capita 
lbs /year 

x 2 million 
people= tons 

# of 
animals 
needed  

Acerage 
needed 

Total 
Lbs 
(1,000) 

Calories/lb 
Total Calories 

(1,000) 

% of Per 
Capita 
consumption 

 Beef 62 62,000 124,000 372,000 124,000 600 74,400,000   
 62 500 2,000 6,000 1,000 600 600,000 0.08% 

 Pork 46 46,000 707,692 707,692 92,000 700 64,400,000   
 46 138 6,000 6,000 276 700 193,200 0.03% 

 Sheep 0.75 750 37,500 27,750 1,500 800 120,000,000   
 0.75 150 7,500 6,000 300 800 240,000 0.02% 

Chicken 60 60,000 
50,000,

000 
* 120,000 600 720,000,000 100% 

                 
              721,033,200   

* chicken can be raised on ground that is used for other crops 
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Climate Change Impacts on Agriculture 

 
Agriculture in King County is sensitive to climate variability.  Too little precipitation 
may result in not enough water for irrigation; while too much causes drainage problems 
and fields that are too wet to plant in the spring or harvest in the fall.  Plants and livestock 
can be stressed by variable or extreme temperatures.  The lack of extended cold periods 
allows certain pathogens and pests to persist and damage crops and harm livestock.  Most 
of the county’s agricultural land is located in low-lying river valleys so crops, equipment, 
structures and animals are very susceptible to flood damage.  Climate change predictions 
are that most of these problematic conditions will become worse in the future and may 
affect: 

• precipitation necessary for plant growth and irrigation 
• pest and disease problems to crops and livestock 
• types or varieties of plants grown  
• time of harvest  
• crop yields and livestock production  
• energy and fuel costs and availability 
• availability of livestock feed as crops elsewhere are affected (for example, hay 

from eastern Washington). 
 
The water supply issue is very significant to agriculture, but it affects many other areas as 
well.  As summer supplies decrease, there will be increased competition for water to 
serve farmers, fish, municipal water providers, and hydroelectric facilities.  It is important 
that agriculture is considered in regional water supply planning and distribution.  Creative 
solutions might include reclaimed water, water provided via pipe or groundwater 
recharge, and winter storage. 
 
The potential impacts of climate change and the need to adapt are unlikely to be foremost 
on the minds of many farmers.  Other issues, such as remaining economically viable for 
another season, are more immediate to the agricultural community.  Instead, the 
relevance of climate change may be the ability to participate in clean energy campaigns.  
Farmers may see an opportunity to develop biofuels or other climate-friendly energy 
sources such as anaerobic digesters or wind power.  Farmers may also benefit from new 
crops that can be grown in the slightly modified climates of the future.  
 
The agricultural sector could benefit from more information on projected precipitation 
and temperature changes and research on new crop types and varieties better suited for 
the region as the climate changes.  Adaptation strategies for the near-term include: 

• acceleration of agricultural water supply planning, including an assessment of 
current needs and shortages 

• improvement of economic conditions for agricultural enterprises (increased 
markets, reduced regulations) 
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• facilitation of reclaimed water provision to farmers.   
Longer-term solutions might include facilitating land grant university research from 
institutions, such as Washington State University (WSU), for long-term agricultural 
adaptation to climate change.  
 
In addition to the King County Agriculture Program, support to agriculture in adapting to 
climate change will have to come from other agencies and groups:  King County 
Department of Development and Environmental Services, Washington State Department 
of Agriculture, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, Washington State 
Department of Ecology, and WSU Extension & Research Programs, the King 
Conservation District, and U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS). 
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Products Commercially Grown in King County
Below is a list of products grown or raised in King County.  

This list may not include all the items produced by our commercial farmers

Apples
Cherries, Pie
Currants
Blackberries
Blueberries
Filberts
Gooseberries 
Grapes
Kiwi
Marion berries
Quince
Raspberries, Fall
Raspberries
Pears
Pears, Asian
Plums
Prunes
Strawberries
Walnuts

Vegetables 
and Herbs

Fruits, Nuts, 
Berries

Artichokes
Asparagus
Bamboo Shoots
Basil
Beans, Fava
Beans, Green
Beans, Shell
Beans, Yellow Wax
Beets
Bok Choy
Broccoli
Brussels Sprouts
Cabbage
Carrots

Cauliflower
Celery
Chervil
Chinese Vegetables
Chives
Cilantro
Corn, Sweet
Cucumbers, Japanese
Cucumbers, Pickling
Cucumbers, Slicing
Daikon
Dill
Edible Flowers
Eggplant
Fennel
Epizote
Garlic
Garlic, Elephant
Greens
Jerusalem Artichoke
Kohlrabi
Leeks
Lemon Thyme
Lavender
Lettuce
Lettuce, Butter
Lettuce, Green leaf
Lettuce, Head
Lettuce, Red leaf
Lettuce, Romaine
Marjoram
Melons
Mint
Mushrooms
Onions, Green
Onions, red
Onions, white
Oregano
Parsley
Parsnips
Pea vines

Peas, Chinese
Peas, Shell
Peas, Sugar Snap
Peppers, Hot
Peppers, Sweet
Potatoes, Blue
Potatoes, Fingerling
Potatoes, Red
Potatoes, White
Potatoes, Yellow
Pumpkins
Radishes
Rhubarb
Rosemary
Sage
Salad greens
Savory
Shallots
Sorrel
Spinach
Sprouts
Squash, Summer
Squash, Winter
Sunchoke
Sweet Bay
Tarragon
Thyme
Zucchini
Turnips
Tomatillos
Tomatoes

Animals

Alpaca
Beef
Chicken
Donkeys
Ducks
Emu
Goats
Horses
Pork
Llamas
Turkey
Pigs
Lamb

Dairy

Dairy Products, Cow
Dairy Products, Goat
Dairy Products, Sheep
Eggs, Chicken
Eggs, Duck
Eggs, Emu

Ornamental

Bamboo
Bulbs/Tubers
Christmas Trees
Corn Stalks
Dahlias
Dried Flowers
Fresh Cut Flowers
Holly
Nursery Stock
Ornamental Corn
Ornamental Gourds
Plant Baskets
Sunflowers
Vegetable/Herb starts
Wreaths
Yarn/Fibers
U-Cut Flowers
Sweet Peas

2009
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 SNOQUALMIE FLOOD-FARM TASK FORCE REPORT 
January 14, 2008 

 
 
 

I.  INTRODUCTION 
 
A. Purpose and Scope 
 
This report contains the findings and recommendations requested by two separate but related 
pieces of legislation adopted by the King County Council: 
 

1. Task Force – Motion 12559.  The King County Executive was directed to convene a 
Task Force that included agricultural representatives to review measures intended to 
encourage the continued viability of agricultural in the Snoqualmie Valley 
Agricultural Production District. The Task Force included representatives from the 
agricultural community, Hmong, and the King Conservation District. 

2. Demonstration Project – Ordinance 15883.  This ordinance authorized a 
demonstration project for the repair or reconfiguration of existing livestock flood 
sanctuaries (or “farm pads”, the term to be used in the report).  The Task Force 
established under Motion 12559 was instructed to evaluate the effectiveness and 
success of the demonstration project. 

 
The findings and recommendations will help achieve the multiple objectives of improving 
the viability of agriculture in the Snoqualmie River Valley while simultaneously maintaining 
floodplain management that results in no adverse impacts and furthering salmon recovery in 
the lower Snoqualmie River. 
 
B.  Agriculture and Floods:  Background 
 
The Snoqualmie Valley is a rich agricultural area with over 14,000 acres in a variety of 
productive farms.  King County has invested in preserving the agricultural land and in 
helping to maintain agriculture viability.  The Snoqualmie Valley Agriculture Production 
District (APD) was designated in the 1985 King County Comprehensive Plan, and 
subsequently designated as agriculture land of long term commercial significance under the 
Growth Management Act.  The County’s Farmland Preservation Program has further 
protected 4700 acres through the purchase of development rights.  The County recognizes 
that the preservation of the land is not enough to retain successful farming, and has provided 
marketing and other technical assistance to help farmers to overcome obstacles and to take 
advantage of opportunities in an urbanizing county. 
 
The nature of farming in the valley has changed over the years.  Early settlers developed 
successful dairies and other livestock operations.  Some of these are still operating today.  As 
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the county became more urban, land became more expensive, and markets changed, farms 
became smaller.  Farmers began growing higher value vegetable, berry and niche crops.  
Many of these smaller, specialty farms are located on the fertile valley floor, and include no 
high ground, making these operations more vulnerable to flood damage.   
 
During the Thanksgiving 1990 flood, farmers in the Snoqualmie Valley lost over 500 cows, 
calves, and heifers, and hundreds of tons of alfalfa, hay, dry grain, and straw.  The 
agricultural losses from the Presidential-declared flood disaster in November 2006 renewed 
attention to the needs of Snoqualmie Valley farmers to be able to protect their investments 
from flooding if farming is going to remain viable in the Snoqualmie Valley (APD).  The 
2006 losses included fences, crops and bulbs in fields, chickens and other animals, hay and 
equipment.  Over one million dollars in losses were sustained by the Hmong farmers alone.  
A sense of urgency stems from the concerns that climate change will increase the frequency, 
timing, duration and magnitude of floods.   
 
Farmers appreciate that flooding is a part of the reason they exist.  Floods replenish the rich 
agricultural soils and they preclude more intense development in the valley, allowing 
agriculture to survive.  In fact, almost all of the productive agriculture in King County is 
located in floodplains.  However, between 1990 and 2006, farmers in the APD have 
experienced four floods larger than any flood in 75 years of records measured at Carnation, 
and considerably longer than that according to anecdotal information from older farmers.  
Seeds and seedlings, bulbs, tubers, winter annuals, and perennial crops cannot survive 
prolonged inundation by flood waters.  While landowners can manage livestock or poultry in 
emergency conditions for a few days, they cannot sustain such flood emergency operations 
for a week or two.  Similarly, farmers can recover from occasional serious floods, but cannot 
sustain losses year after year.  
 
Before 1990, farmers accommodated flooding in the valley in three ways:  

• constructed elevated buildings in which to operate agricultural activities;  
• hauled in fill to elevate areas for buildings or “farm pads”; or 
• moved livestock or equipment to nearby higher ground either when a flood was 

imminent, or at the beginning of winter for its duration. 
 
Many of the dairies were built immediately adjacent to the river because this was naturally 
the highest ground and because milk was transported by boats on the river.  Houses and barns 
were elevated on pilings or on fill, or on naturally high ground at the edge of the floodplain.  
In the event that one did not have high ground on their own property, it might be available on 
neighbor’s land where livestock and equipment could be moved before a flood.  After the 
unprecedented loss of cattle in the flood of 1990, “critter pads” were allowed on a one time 
basis by the County and the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) as 
“sanctuaries” for livestock during floods. 
 
Today, many of the smaller farms do not include high ground, and regulations to ensure 
property protection for all landowners have precluded the option of building elevated pads 
with fill within the designated Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) floodway, 
which is mapped to include a significant portion of the Snoqualmie Valley Agricultural 
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Production District.  Over sixteen hundred acres that could be farmed are out of production 
or under-utilized. While we do not know why these acres are not being farmed, some valley 
residents have indicated a contributing factor may be the lack of high ground to support 
farming operations.  Many of these farms operate well into the winter, so they are unable to 
move equipment out of the valley for the duration of the flood season.  Farmers dismissed the 
option of an off-site shared storage facility because of inaccessibility to their equipment, 
which they work on during the winter months, security concerns for equipment and animals 
left unattended, and the possibility of the spread of disease among animals.  Additionally, 
some landowners are reporting they have fewer hours to prepare for a flood because waters 
are rising more rapidly.  In some areas of the Snoqualmie Valley APD, road closures occur in 
each flood, making it impossible to move goods and livestock out of the floodplain. 
 
The vegetable and flower crops have an additional vulnerability to floods, in that they may 
still be in the ground when the fall floods hit, or they may need to be planted in the spring 
before the spring floods recede.  A new threat to agricultural viability appeared after the 
November 2006 flood.  As a result of food contamination caused by toxic chemicals and e-
coli in the floodwaters from Hurricane Katrina, the federal Food and Safety Administration 
(FSA) declared that food crops contaminated by flood waters could not be sold for human 
consumption.  Many Snoqualmie Valley farmers, who had invested in winter greens and 
other vegetable crops, had to throw away tons of food.  This heightened agricultural concerns 
about the frequency, severity, and source of flood waters. 
 
Farmers who lease land face the challenge of persuading the landowners to invest in the 
infrastructure - new elevated buildings or elevated farm pads – for flood readiness and farm 
operations. Approximately thirty Hmong families farm in the Snoqualmie; only three of these 
families own land. While there are a lot of people who would like to lease land to farm, they 
generally do not have sufficient capital.  Landowners have relatively little incentive to invest 
out of pocket to help their lessees avoid potential flood losses. If there is no elevated area, 
lessees are limited to short summer season farming options.  
 
C.  Flood Management - Federal, State, and Local Regulations 
 
The goal of the County’s floodplain management is based on the principle of “No Adverse 
Impact”.  Regulations and policies are designed to ensure that the actions of one property 
owner do not adversely impact the rights of other property owners, as measured by increased 
flood peaks, flood stage, flood velocity, and erosion and sedimentation.  The safest, most 
effective and least-cost floodplain management strategies to minimize risks to public safety 
and preventing costly damages is to significantly limit occupation of the floodplain by people 
or infrastructure and to ensure that cumulative actions by public and private entities do not 
worsen flood conditions. The recent devastating floods in Lewis and Thurston counties was 
in part the consequence of allowing unregulated and unmitigated development in floodplains 
which demonstrated that cumulative actions result in significant public safety risks and 
damages to public and private property. 
 
In the late1960s, in response to the devastating effects of unmitigated development in 
floodplains, the expense and unreliability of structural flood-protection projects, and the huge 
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cost of federal disaster assistance, the U.S. Congress established the National Flood 
Insurance Program (NFIP), which is currently administered by FEMA now within the 
Department of Homeland Security.  In order for landowners to purchase federally backed 
flood insurance, the community must adopt the minimum standards of the NFIP.  Among the 
federal regulations, the most relevant to agriculture is prohibition of any development within 
the FEMA floodway that will result in an increase in the base flood elevation, often referred 
to as the 100-year flood.  This is commonly known as the “zero-rise” standard. 
 
Nearly all jurisdictions throughout the United States, including state agencies, recognize that 
the NFIP minimum standards are not adequate to ensure No Adverse Impact from floodplain 
development.  Washington State legislators have prohibited the state from adopting standards 
that are more restrictive than the minimum NFIP standards with one exception - that of 
prohibiting new residential development within the FEMA floodway. 
 
Since 1990, King County code has included some regulatory standards that exceed 
mandatory federal and state requirements.  These are applied uniformly to all land uses, 
including agriculture.  The challenge for King County is that nearly all of the Snoqualmie 
Valley APD lies within the FEMA floodway, which is where the most protective federal, 
state and local standards apply because it generally includes the area of highest flood risk.  
The following are the standards that the Task Force identified as affecting agriculture 
opportunities in the Snoqualmie Valley APD: 

• New residential and non-residential buildings have not been allowed, with the 
exception of a provision to allow the repair, reconstruction, replacement or 
improvement to an existing farmhouse. 

• “Substantial improvements” to existing buildings have not been allowed. 
• Construction of “livestock sanctuaries” or “farm pads” have been allowed under King 

County code up until 2005, but with the exceptions of those recently constructed 
under the emergency Demonstration Project, Ordinance 15883, and in the early 1990s 
under similar emergency circumstances; no new facilities have been constructed.  The 
standards for siting and construction were so restrictive that the feasibility of 
constructing a new pad was limited and generally cost prohibitive for some. Both 
exceptions were achieved through agreements with FEMA and the Washington State 
Department of Ecology.  

• Structures have not been allowed to be constructed on “livestock sanctuaries.” 
• Compensatory storage is required at the same elevation for any development in the 

floodplain, including the construction of “livestock sanctuaries” or “farm pads.” 
 
Recognizing that agriculture is a low-density use that occupies significant floodplain acreage 
in King County, the Task Force recommends specific modifications to King County code to 
provide flexibility for agricultural land uses while at the same time maintaining a strong “No 
Adverse Impact” floodplain management program. 
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II.  DEMONSTRATION PROJECT (Ordinance 15883) 
 
A.  Purpose 
 
K.C.C. chapter 21A.55 allows “demonstration projects” as mechanisms to test and evaluate 
alternative development standards and processes prior to amending King County policies and 
regulations.  Specifically, Ordinance 15883 authorized a demonstration project for the repair 
or reconfiguration of existing livestock flood sanctuaries.  The Task Force was instructed to 
evaluate the effectiveness and success of the demonstration project. 
 
B.  Summary of the Demonstration Project Results 
 
The demonstration project was an enormous success. 
 
The Agriculture Commission approved thirteen proposed farm pads as eligible for 
participation in the project.  These were modeled for compliance with flood management 
standards.  Eleven of the eligible participants followed through with the application for an 
exemption, and received their eleven shoreline exemption letters.  One participant dropped 
out after his exemption was issued.  
 
Of the ten who have proceeded with their projects:  

• Seven landowners constructed farm pads; they were prepared for flood season and 
have reported a reduction in stress that they felt with flood season approaching. 

• Five of these are now able to significantly expand their agricultural operations and to 
make investments in additional livestock, equipment or supplies because they have a 
safe place for those investments to withstand flood conditions.  The other five may 
maintain a similar level of operation but no longer risk losses. 

• Six of the farm pads are located in a cluster in the southern half of the Snoqualmie 
Valley APD which brings a renewed vitality to agriculture in this area.  

• Four pads increase the viability of parcels enlisted in the Farmland Preservation 
Program, one of which is the second largest dairy in the Snoqualmie and another part 
of the new Puget Consumer Co-op Land Trust.  

• Three landowners were unable to construct their pads because of weather conditions, 
wet fields, and lack of available fill.   

 
As directed by ordinance, the Department of Natural Resources and Parks (DNRP) 
completed hydraulic modeling for compliance with both King County and federal flood 
hazard regulations.  The modeling was conducted both individually and cumulatively for the 
thirteen proposed projects, and did not account for compensatory storage that is being 
provided for some of the pads.  The results were as follows: 

• Individually, none of the 13 individual farm pad alterations that were proposed and 
modeled in the preliminary analysis would result in a measurable rise in flood 
elevation, as defined in King County code. 

• Cumulatively, the 13 farm pad alterations that were proposed and modeled would not 
result in a measurable rise in flood elevation, as defined in King County code. 
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• Model results did show some sensitivity to the modeled alterations, including minor 
rises in both calculated water surface elevations and energy grade near most of the 
pad sites.  At two of the sites these rises were almost measurable, as defined by the 
code, but none exceeded that threshold. 

• The provision of compensatory storage was a challenge in this demonstration project: 
only three of the projects were able to provide compensatory storage at the same 
elevation.  Six others provided compensatory storage, in some cases not quite all 
required; and one provided none at all.  

 
The environmental review of the projects was conducted by the ecologists of DNRP’s Water 
and Land Division (WLRD).  Current wetland and stream regulations did not affect the 
placement of the pads. 
 
Many landowners in the Snoqualmie Valley APD have commented that this project sends a 
new and crucial message that they will once again be able to expand their operations with the 
confidence they can protect themselves.  More landowners would have participated if the 
opportunity had occurred with a different timeline and earlier in the year.  
 
The project demonstrated that a staff team could respond in a very compressed time frame 
with a high degree of coordination among the Department of Development and 
Environmental Services (DDES), DNRP, the King County Agricultural Commission, and the 
King Conservation District (KCD), driven by a mutual understanding of the urgent need to 
beat the rain and flood season.  The team from the River and Floodplain Management Unit, 
Science Unit, Critical Areas Review, Clearing and Grading, GIS mapping unit, Agriculture 
Program, KCD farm planners and Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) 
engineers/planners had to each reorganize work priorities and work schedules to meet 
deadlines and respond to the unique needs of the applicants.  This was an immense effort  
and other work priorities shifted.  While this course would not be recommended as a standard 
mode of business, the results of providing both immediate and long-term protection to these 
landowners is satisfying for all involved.   
 
C.  Evaluation of Alternative Development Standards 
 
Ordinance 15883 allowed modification to several areas of King County Code and to the 
standards in the Farm Management Plan Public Rule in order for the pilot project to occur.  
These changes are listed below and evaluated for effectiveness.   
 
1.  Modified K.C.C. 16.82.095 to allow clearing and grading between October 1 and 
April 30. 
 
Evaluation:  The timeframes set forth in Ordinance 15883 could not be met without this 
modification.  However, wet weather complicated these earthwork projects, and it limited the 
ability of some participants to finish their work.  Both for resource protection and practical 
construction considerations, it is preferable to limit grading projects to the regulated 
construction season.  
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Recommendation:  Do not amend the code. 
 
2.  Modified K.C.C. 21A.24.240A to not require compensatory storage at the same 
elevation and not require that it be hydraulically connected. 
 
Evaluation:   

• Three projects were able to locate compensatory storage at elevation from the same 
site on one nearby farm.  

• Three projects will receive partial compensatory storage from this same site, with one 
or two vertical feet of the project occurring at the same elevation. 

• Three projects were initially able to locate some or all compensatory on site but not at 
the same elevation.  In one instance, the identified soil turned out to be unusable for a 
pad and would have to instead be hauled out of the floodplain.  In another, the top soil 
has to be excavated and set aside, the lower soil horizons taken for the pad, and then 
the topsoil re-spread on that area.  In a third site, topsoil must be removed and a 
seasonal pond will be left.  

• The largest project could not locate any compensatory storage. 
• For those sites that located compensatory storage, it was located at a site that met the 

criteria for hydraulic connectivity. 
 
Recommendation:  Retain the requirement that compensatory storage be provided in 
equivalent volume and at equivalent elevation.  Provide flexibility within that context by 
establishing a compensatory storage bank to provide opportunities for those sites that cannot 
meet this standard.  See Recommendation #12 in Section V, Recommendations of the Flood-
Farm Task Force, for an explanation of the bank.  
 
3.   Modified K.C.C. 21A.24.240C to allow development where the base flood depths 
exceed three feet or the base flood velocity exceeds three feet per second. 
 
Evaluation:  This modification was important to the success of the demonstration project, as 
most of the pads are in areas exceeding a depth of three feet.  The standard is intended to help 
guide new land uses away from areas of highest risk.  However, the demonstration project 
involved existing agricultural land uses, and serves to reduce the known hazard to that 
existing use.  Modification of this standard is reasonable as it allows reduction of hazard 
where the risk is greatest.  
 
Recommendation:  Amend K.C.C. 21A.24.240C to allow limited agricultural exceptions to 
the required depth and velocity standards, and to waive the associated requirements for 
analysis.  See Recommendation #7 in Section IV: Recommendations of the Flood-Farm Task 
Force, page 23. 
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4.  Modified K.C.C. 21.24.240K to allow up to 40,000 square feet of cumulative 
encroachment if compensatory storage at elevation was not available; 
 
Evaluation: Because many of the farm pads were constructed without providing 
compensatory storage at the same elevation, approximately 24,000 square feet of cumulative 
encroachment was used.  Only three of the pads could have been constructed without this 
code flexibility. 

 
Recommendation:  Allow the remaining 16,000 square feet of cumulative encroachment to 
be used while the compensatory storage bank is being developed.  See Recommendation #12 
in Section IV: Recommendations of the Flood-Farm Task Force, page 24.  This will be 
addressed in the Compensatory storage bank.   
 
5.  Modified K.C.C. 21A.24.260 to allow repair and configuration to existing livestock 
flood sanctuaries in the FEMA floodway. 
 
Evaluation:  The construction of the farm pads in the demonstration project would have been 
prohibited without this code flexibility. 
 
Recommendation:  Amend the code to allow farm pads in the FEMA floodway.  See 
Recommendation #6 Section IV: Recommendations of the Flood-Farm Task Force, page 22. 
 
6.   Modify K.C.C. 21A.24.270 to not require an elevation certificate prior to issuance of 
a letter of completion for the project. 
 
Evaluation:  Elevation Certificates provide critical elevation data to ensure the farm pads are 
constructed to proper elevations above based flood elevation levels.  Elevation Certificates 
will be provided for the farm pads constructed under the demonstration project.  . 
 
Recommendation:  Do not amend the code. 
 
7.  Allowed modification of the standards in the Farm Plan Public Rule that pertain to 
livestock sanctuaries. 
 
Evaluation:  The Farm Plan Public Rule standards augment the code.  Relaxation of some of 
the standards was necessary to accomplish the project.  Any permanent changes in code will 
have to be reflected in the Public Rule.  
 
Recommendation: Amend Farm Plan Public Rule to reflect any changes in code. 
 
8.  Required recorded non-conversion agreement 
 
Evaluation:  All the participating landowners agreed to execute a non-conversion agreement 
recorded on the title to the parcel on which the pad was located.  The agreement states that 
the farm pad will only be used for agricultural purposes and that it may not be converted to 
any other use.  However, the Task Force agreed that agricultural buildings should be allowed 
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on farm pads and that an investment in a building required that it have other agricultural uses, 
and not only storage during floods.  The primary concern is that the allowance of a building 
does not lead to any non-agricultural use, especially residential use, which is prohibited in the 
FEMA floodway by state law.    
 
Recommendation:  Require a non-conversion agreement to be recorded for any new farm 
flood pad that indicates it will remain in agricultural use and conversion to non-agricultural 
purposes is prohibited.  See Recommendation #10 in Section V; Recommendations of the 
Flood-Farm Task Force. 
 
D.  Additional Information Directed by Section 4, Subsection I of Ordinance 15883: 
 
1. A complete inventory of all existing livestock flood sanctuaries in the 

Snoqualmie and the parcel number on which they are located. 
 
The map in Appendix A includes 22 farms that are thought to have had a livestock 
sanctuary exempted in the early 1990s.  (Two of these were in the Demonstration 
Project and therefore have star. Records from the original livestock sanctuary 
exemptions are incomplete. There is difficulty in identifying the exact location of 
several of these: either they were never built or have been modified over time. The 
original owners need to be located to better understand the situation. Two of the 
properties have piles composed significantly of hog fuel that may not be the original 
sanctuary.)  The chart in Appendix B includes the number of the parcel on which the 
livestock flood sanctuary is or was located.  The map also includes any farm pads that 
were elevated in this project.  Appendix B also includes their parcel number; as well 
as any other known farm pads. 

 
2. The size and base flood elevation of each livestock flood sanctuary. 

 
Appendix B includes an estimate of the top square footage of each livestock flood 
sanctuary; and an estimate of how its top elevation relates to the base flood elevation. 

 
3. An assessment of the need for new livestock flood sanctuaries and an assessment 

of the need for farm pads, … including an evaluation of the alternatives to fill. 
 
a. The Need:  

The following data represents what is known on the limited option of “farm 
pads.”  The need was assessed by a mapping exercise in which the WLRD 
Agriculture Program staff and the KCD farm planners put their collective 
knowledge of farms on a map (Appendix C) and also initiated personal contact 
with landowners.  While this work is not entirely complete, the assessment and 
the map represent a significant amount of knowledge about “farm pads” in the 
valley.   
The findings include: 
i. Farms that have high ground or adequate farm pads: 
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• Many farms at the edge of the floodplain have high ground – an area on 
their property that is above the base flood elevation where livestock, 
equipment and supplies can be taken - and do not need a farm pad or an 
alternative to a farm pad.  The accuracy of this assessment needs to be 
confirmed by speaking with all landowners and only some have been 
contacted. The farm acreage associated with high ground is shown on the 
maps in Appendix C, and represents approximately or 50% (6,600 acres) 
of the active farm acreage in the Snoqualmie Valley APD. 

• In addition to the farms that have natural high ground, some farms have an 
adequate farm pad. Once the demonstration project is completed, 16 farms 
will have farm pads above the Base Flood Elevation (BFE). This 
represents 12 % of the active farm acreage in the APD.   

ii.   Farms that need a flood safe location or farm pads: 
• Eleven farms have a farm pad that either straddles the BFE (not level) or 

is within a foot and a half of the BFE. They have flood protection for all 
but the most severe events.  

• Five farms have a pad that is well below BFE. 
• Nineteen additional landowners have expressed a need for a farm pad, 

three of whom received exemptions as an original “livestock sanctuary” 
but were originally constructed below BFE or whose pad was removed 
or never completed.   

    The farms that need to elevate pads or find a flood-safe location represent 
2,250 acres of the active farm acreage in the APD. 

 
b. The Survey of Farmers 

The Task Force decided that it might be short-sighted to simply ask the question 
“what is the need for farm pads.”  Consequently, a survey (Appendix D) was 
mailed to 150 properties in the Snoqualmie Valley APD to determine what all the 
potential needs of agriculture for safe, dry places or for expanded infrastructure 
that may want a farm pad or elevated building.  Only ten farms responded, 
although staff received additional information by speaking directly with 
additional landowners and the responses were useful. Some people do take a few 
livestock to other places that have high ground; others report that this is a 
challenge that cannot be conducted frequently or for long duration. The survey 
also found that landowners are willing to elevate buildings though some will not 
have the capital for this and in other instances an elevated structure will not work 
for their specific farm operations. 
  

c. The Future Demand for Flood-Safe Locations 
If farming expands in the valley, there may be an additional need for flood-safe 
locations/options.  The expansion would occur if the over 1600 acres that is now 
out of production or under-utilized were to be brought into production, or if farms 
are segregated into smaller parcels. Some of these may have access to high 
ground, but it is likely that some parcels will require at least a small on-site flood-
independent location in order to establish a viable agricultural operation. The 
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“new agriculture”, the vegetable and flower production that is coming into the 
valley, can be viable with 10-acre holdings.  
 

d. Alternatives to Fill. 
i.   Floating structures were researched to the extent allowed by the time frame. 

(see Appendix F).  They were dismissed for the near term as expensive or 
operationally unfeasible. 

ii.  Farm pads with flow through culverts were suggested by the Roads 
Maintenance representative to the Task Force and will be further explored. 
See Recommendation #15 in Section V: Recommendations From the Flood-
Farm Task Force.  A farm pad design that includes culverts as flow through 
devices could reduce compensatory storage needs by at least 50%.  
Orientation of the culverts for conveyance would have to be considered.  

iii. Elevated structures provide the best alternative to fill.  While they may cost 
more at the time of construction, they also keep the floodplain free for 
conveyance and flood storage – a long term necessity for agricultural viability. 
They have significant farm advantages that include: new structures can be 
designed and sited in a location that is suitable for current operations, are safe 
from flooding, and would receive insurance benefits through reduced 
premiums.  Examples of cost are provided in Appendix G.  Many farms had 
elevated structures historically.  The Task Force recommends financial 
incentives to support farmers in employing this alternative whenever it is 
feasible. See Recommendation #3 in Section V: Recommendations From the 
Flood-Farm Task Force.   

 
4. A determination of the impact on the available compensatory storage, backwater 

effects and base flood elevation as a result of this demonstration project. 
 
The ordinance directed that the DNRP complete hydraulic modeling for compliance 
with flood hazard regulations.  Staff did this work using the base model created by 
Northwest Hydraulic Consultants in a new Flood Insurance Study completed under 
contract by DNRP in 2006.  This HEC-RAS model is the basis for preliminary Flood 
Insurance Rate Maps that were made public on September 28, 2007.  This is a 
sophisticated model that well represents the hydraulics of the lower Snoqualmie River 
floodplain with flood hydrographs in an unsteady state simulation of conditions in a 
branched flow network. 
 
DNRP staff modified the HEC-RAS model to include 13 specific farm pad alterations 
that were proposed for inclusion in the demonstration project (only ten of these have 
been or will be constructed).  Model results for pre- and post-project conditions were 
compared for each of these 13 pad alterations individually, and for all 13 pad 
alterations collectively.  Water surface elevations and energy grade elevations were 
compared at every modeled location for each modeled condition.  All of the 
differences rounded to 0.00 feet, meaning that the impacts do not involve a 
measurable rise in the surface water elevation as defined by King County code.   
 

Appendix I    2009 FARMS REPORT



Snoqualmie Flood–Farm Task Force Report 
January 2008 

12 of 32 

The model did show some sensitivity to the demonstration project alterations.  Model 
results included some minor rise in both calculated water surface and energy grade 
near most of the pad sites.  At two of the sites these rises were almost measurable, as 
defined by the code, but none actually met or exceeded that threshold. 
 
The unsteady HEC-RAS modeling technique used for the demonstration project 
accounts for both the conveyance obstruction (i.e., backwater effects) and the storage 
displacement associated with the modeled alterations.  Neither of these types of 
impact would result in a change in base flood elevation as a result of this 
demonstration project. 
 
It is important to note that compensatory storage was provided for three of the 
demonstration project pads.  None of these compensatory storage mitigations were 
included in the model.  Presumably, the mitigations would further reduce the 
cumulative hydraulic impact of the demonstration project, increasing the confidence 
that no measurable rise will result.   
 
Finally, it is important to remember that the 13 alterations that were proposed and 
modeled had been relatively small dimensions.  When similar construction has been 
allowed in previous years, the constructed pads were several times larger.  The model 
results for these 13 small pad alterations should not be misconstrued to suggest that 
all such pads are hydraulically negligible.  That suggestion does not logically follow 
from the available data.  If larger pads were modeled, such as those from the 1990 
project, they might have measurable adverse hydraulic impacts. 

 
5. An identification of possible funding assistance in the form of grants or loans for 

farmers that could be used for alternative flood protection solutions that would 
not require placing additional fill in the floodplain. 
Federal flood mitigation grants available to assist with elevation projects: 

• Pre-Disaster Mitigation (PDM): awarded on a competitive basis and without 
reference to state allocations, quotas, or other formula-based allocation of 
funds. 

• Flood Mitigation Assistance (FMA): Available for structures insurable under 
the NFIP. 

• Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP): Provides grants after a major 
disaster declaration. 

 
State flood mitigation grants available to assist with elevation projects: 

• Flood Control Assistance Account Program (FCAAP): Provides mitigation 
funding for the protection of human life and property from flood-related 
events. 

 
Local Funding Options: 
• Surface Water Management Fees: SWM fees are already used to alleviate 

some flooding that may be related to upslope drainage or runoff through the 
Agricultural Drainage Assistance Program that helps with drainage 
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maintenance. They are also used to monitor stream flows into the APD.  The 
Neighborhood Drainage Assistance Program has been reduced significantly in 
recent budgets due to declining revenue.  In some cases technical advice can 
be offered to the property owner on how they might pursue fixing the problem 
themselves. 

• King County Flood Control Zone District:  See Recommendation #3 in 
Section IV: Recommendation of the Flood-Farm Task Force on possible 
funding from the District, page 23. 

• King Conservation District: KCD members of the Task Force report that they 
will look at possible cost-share grant opportunities. 

• King County Current Expense Funds: The Task Force suggests that CX funds 
are appropriate for helping agriculture to meet the County’s floodplain 
management standards. 

 
E.  Evaluation of Alternative Review Process 
 
1.  Alternative fees and review process: 
 
Evaluation: DDES capped the fees at $500 for a Shoreline Exemption and did not require a 
grading permit; conducted a grouped pre-application; and issued and reviewed a shoreline 
exemption for the entire group at once (“batched review”). 
 
Recommendations:  These fee reductions and batched review used for the demonstration 
project are not recommended as a permanent change.  However, DDES already provides a 
50% reduction in the hourly review costs for agricultural landowners and caps the cost at 
fixed fee for agricultural grading permits and counter service fees.  As a result the estimated 
DDES permit fees for a landowner to construct a farm pad would be (details in Appendix E): 

Less than .2 acres in area: $1537  (DDES Actual Cost $7015) 
More than .2 acres  $2986   (DDES Actual Cost $8464) 

 
2.  Hydraulic analysis and environmental review: 
 
Evaluation: WLRD’s River and Floodplain Management Unit conducted the zero rise 
floodway analysis and the compensatory flood storage analysis, building a model and 
conducting the analysis for each farm pad individually and as a group; the total cost for these 
analyses was approximately $10,000.  The short time frame forced permit decisions to be 
made on the basis of preliminary analyses, which were done without the detailed survey 
information that is necessary for regulatory compliance.  Additional analyses will be required 
before all regulatory compliance measures are met. The estimated cost is approximately 
$5,000 to have a consultant conduct the zero rise floodplain and compensatory storage 
analysis for an individual site.   
  
WLRD’s Watershed and Ecological Assessment Team conducted the environmental review 
process, going into the field to assess each site for wetland, stream or wildlife issues.  The 
estimated cost for environmental review is $800 per individual site if environmental review 
is required on a site.  This does not include the cost of a consultant should one be required. 
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If the costs of the hydraulic analysis, environmental review and permitting are not made 
affordable, it is likely that projects will not be done effectively or will not be done at all and 
agricultural enterprises will not be viable.  
 
Recommendation:  The County should make it a priority to identify mechanisms that will 
make costs more affordable or to find sources of funding to cost share the expenses.  One 
possibility is to use a portion of the funding from the King County Flood Control Zone 
District that is being recommended for cost sharing barn elevation mitigations to pay WLRD 
staff to conduct the hydraulic modeling at a much lower cost than a consultant.  This form of 
cost-shared technical assistance would be comparable to other forms of County technical 
assistance provided through the Agricultural Drainage Assistance Program or the Livestock 
Management Program. 
 
3.  Identification of compensatory storage and outreach to landowners: 
 
Evaluation:  WLRD’s Agriculture Program and GIS unit identified compensatory storage 
opportunities (based on topography), and the River and Floodplain Management Unit 
provided field review and confirmation.  WLRD’s Agriculture Program conducted outreach 
to landowners, provided assistance with the shoreline exemption applications, and recorded 
the required covenants for the farm pads. 
 
Recommendation:  Continue to fund the WLRD Agriculture Program staff to provide 
outreach, technical assistance, education, and permit coordination on county regulatory and 
incentive programs.  Work with the King Conservation District to utilize their expertise.  
Continue to fund GIS staff to help identify potential compensatory storage opportunities.  
 
4.  Elevation benchmarks and elevation certificates: 
 
Evaluation:  KCD and NRCS provided surveyed elevation benchmarks, technical assistance 
on farm pad construction and finishing.  The KCD was able to pay for it this time but will not 
necessarily pay for it in the future.  However, KCD relies on the expertise of the NRCS for 
these tasks; in this case the work was performed by staff from the Snohomish Conservation 
District.  Their participation in this demonstration project was helped by DDES’ batched 
permitting.  Their capacity to help on an individual basis will vary according to their work 
load.  The KCD provides financial cost share to landowners as they can.  However, 
competition for KCD’s limited financial assistance resources will need to be balanced against 
other requests beyond flood mitigation projects. 
 
Recommendation:  Support continued funding for the KCD. 
 
 

III.  AGRICULTURE TASK FORCE (MOTION 12559) 
 
The King County Executive was directed to convene a task force to review and make 
recommendations on farm protection measures related to flooding in the Snoqualmie Valley 
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APD.  A Task Force of twelve individuals and one facilitator met for seven half days and one 
all day meeting between October 15th, 2007 and January 9th, 2008.  Twelve other people 
attended some of the sessions to observe, contribute, or to make formal presentations.  As 
outlined by Motion 12559, the following groups or agencies participated in the Task Force: 

• Agriculture Commission (one farmer, plus an alternate);  
• King Conservation District (KCD) (Supervisor and farm planner); and  
• Hmong Community (one farmer, plus an alternate). 

In addition, representatives from the following groups were invited: 
• Sno-Valley Tilth; 
• Federal Emergency Management Agency (declined); 
• Washington State Department of Ecology;  

Others were invited according to agenda topic: 
• University of Washington Climate Impacts Group; 
• U.S. Department of Agriculture; 
• A farm contractor; and 
• Snohomish County Surface Water Utility. 

 
A. Findings of the Flood Farm Task Force. 

 
The following specific topics that Motion 12559 requested that the Task Force address the 
following specific topics: 
 
1. Expansion of the opportunities to construct farm pads to protect livestock, 

equipment, and products such as seeds, bulbs, hay or other feed during floods. 
 

Findings: 
• Federal and state regulations do not prohibit farm pads in the designated 

FEMA flood-way, but do require that any fill placed within the FEMA 
floodway does not result in an increase in the base flood elevation. 

• King County code prohibits livestock flood sanctuaries in the designated 
FEMA floodway. 

• Floodplain management for No Adverse Impact requires compensating for fill 
placed in the flood plain by removing material from the same elevation.  

• The location of one farm pad or a cluster of farm pads could trigger a variety 
of unintended hydraulic impacts that can not be accurately predicted until the 
farm pads are assessed through hydraulic modeling. 

• Elevated buildings, farm pads, or any alternatives to farm pads are critical 
components of agricultural operations in the Snoqualmie APD because the 
entire valley farmland is inundated three to five times a year.  This is a unique 
situation for Snoqualmie farmers compared to competitors in the Skagit, 
Snohomish or Green River flood plains.  

 
Recommendations: 

• Amend King County code to allow farm pads in the FEMA floodway if 
compensatory storage and zero-rise standards are met. 
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• Allow the construction of agricultural accessory buildings on farm pads 
provided a covenant assures the farm pad and the buildings will not be 
converted to non-agricultural uses, including residential, which is prohibited 
in the FEMA floodway under both State and King County regulations. 

• Identify sources of funding to assist farmers to implement projects and/or 
meet the regulatory requirements. 

• Establish a compensatory storage “bank” to support the viability of agriculture 
in the Snoqualmie Valley.  See recommendation #12 in Section IV: 
Recommendations of the Flood-Farm Task Force., page 24. 

 
2. Ability to repair flood-damaged building regardless of the assessed value. 
 

Findings: 
• Federal and state regulations require that when a structure is “substantially 

improved,”(improvements exceeding 50% of the market value of the 
structure) the structure must be brought up to current code. 

• Federal and state laws do not prohibit substantial improvements in the FEMA 
floodway. 

• King County DDES had interpreted the (Sensitive Areas Ordinance which 
went into effect in November 1990) to prohibit substantial improvements 
within the FEMA floodway.  The Critical Area Ordinance regulations that 
went into effect January 1, 2005, obviated this earlier determination which 
was officially reversed by the department’s Regulatory Review Committee in 
December 2007. 

• The assessed value of many old agricultural buildings is  low so that the 
substantial improvement threshold is also low.  When an old structure needs 
to be brought up to current code, the cost of the upgrade can be prohibitive.  
Any change to the threshold for determining “substantial improvement” 
would require a change in federal and state regulations. 

 
Recommendation: 

• Implement the DDES Regulatory Review Committee’s recent interpretation 
that a substantial improvement to a non-residential building is allowed within 
the FEMA floodway if it meets the federal and state requirements to bring the 
structure up to current code. 
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3. Application of expanded storm drainage technology and requirements, including 
berms, for urban developments that contribute storm water into the Snoqualmie 
River Basin; 

 
Findings: 

• Flood flows in the lower Snoqualmie River valley are primarily the result of 
snowmelt and rainfall in the North, Middle, and South Forks of the 
Snoqualmie River basin, the Raging River basin, and the Tolt River basin. 

• Based on available data, the increase in impervious surfaces in the lower part 
of the basin will have a negligible impact on the river in severe flood events.  
However, storm water runoff from development may explain why some 
agricultural fields near tributary streams flood earlier than flows from river 
flooding and remain inundated longer than they used to be after river flows 
recede. 

• Tightlines from the Urban Planned Developments appear not to be the issue 
they were perceived to be based on available data.  Redmond Ridge does not 
flow to the Snoqualmie.  Snoqualmie Ridge and Redmond Ridge East have 
detention facilities that meet strict standards in King County’s Stormwater 
Design Manual and the discharge tightlines are for emergency overflow only.   

• Berms may be effective to prevent minor flooding adjacent to small streams. 
• There are no gages to measure storm water runoff from some of the small 

creeks and streams that flow into the Snoqualmie River. 
 

Recommendation: 
• Add flow gages on Tuck Creek and Ames Creek – the two main tributaries in 

the Snoqualmie that are not currently monitored for flow to further analyze 
and understand the hydrologic affects of tributary and stormwater impacts in 
the Snoqualmie Basin.  Investigate the need for additional gaging.  See 
Recommendation #9 in Section V: Recommendations of the Flood-Farm Task 
Force. 

 
4. Implementation of a flood control program within the Snoqualmie Valley APD 

that focuses upon the reduction of flooding to farmlands. 
 

Findings: 
• Control of winter flooding by upstream control of Snoqualmie River flows 

would require reservoir volume in excess of those on the Cedar and Green 
River systems.   

• Row crop farmers report that spring floods generally do more agricultural 
damage or inhibit viable agriculture more than the larger floods of winter 
months.   

• Spring floods might be controlled with an upstream reservoir of more modest 
size.   

• Prior studies by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and others have found 
problems with the most likely locations and design concepts for reservoir 
construction in the upper Snoqualmie Valley.  With the exception of the North 
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Fork Dam site proposed in the early 1970s, few feasible opportunities have 
been identified.  The North Fork proposal was vetoed by then Governor 
Daniel Evans primarily for environmental reasons.  

• Salmon recovery planners have identified the natural, unregulated flows of the 
Snoqualmie River system as a unique and important benefit that is not present 
in most of King County’s other major river systems, making the Snoqualmie 
River critical for salmon recovery in the Puget Sound region. 

 
Recommendation: 

• The County should conduct a hydrologic analysis of the Snoqualmie River 
basin.  See Recommendation #16 in Section IV: Recommendations of the 
Flood-Farm Task Force, page 25. 

 
B.  OTHER FINDINGS OF THE FLOOD-FARM TASK FORCE 
 
1.  Hydrologic Trends. 

• There is wide variability in how the Snoqualmie River responds in a flood event. 
• Factors affecting variability include: amount and location of rainfall in the basin; 

existing snow pack; temperatures; degree of soil saturation before the storm; and pre-
flood levels in the South Fork Tolt River reservoir. 

• Existing data do not indicate any significant changes in flow response in the basin, 
despite periods of logging and of sediment removal (dredging). 

• Data indicates that the time for flood progression from Snoqualmie Falls to Carnation 
continues to match established rules of thumb: Carnation crests approximately 12 
hours, plus or minus 6 hours, after Snoqualmie. Records from both Snoqualmie River 
stations (at Snoqualmie and at Carnation) are considered “good” by the U.S. 
Geological Survey.  “Good” is defined as meaning 95% of reported measurements are 
within 10% of actual values. 

 
2.  Future Flood Predictions 

• The predictions for the future are that there will be higher variability in storms and 
floods due to global climate change. 

• In a mixed rain and snow basin like the Snoqualmie River that variability is more 
pronounced than in lowland or high mountain basins.  The Snoqualmie Basin is one 
of the most sensitive basins to climate change on the West Coast. 

• Regional warming from predicted global climate change will result in high snow 
levels.  Precipitation that once fell as snow would fall as rain and therefore runoff will 
be greater. 

• Historic records may require adjustment to yield useful predictions in light of climate 
change.  

• Models indicate there will be increased winter flows but lower winter peaks flows 
and reduced spring flows with drier conditions in the summer. 

 
 

Appendix I    2009 FARMS REPORT



Snoqualmie Flood–Farm Task Force Report 
January 2008 

19 of 32 

3.  Snoqualmie 205 Project Effects 
• The Snoqualmie 205 Project involved channel widening done in 2004 to reduce flood 

problems in the City of Snoqualmie, which previously had the highest number of 
flood insurance claims of any city in the state.  Pre-project study by the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers suggests that the project can cause about 1,500 cubic feet per 
second (cfs) more water to go over the falls at the peak of a major flood; later in the 
flood, the same study predicts a 500 cfs decrease. 

• The Snoqualmie 205 Project contributed mitigation funding to raise 12 structures (7 
houses, 3 barns, 1 office, 1 shop) as mitigation for downstream impacts.  Total project 
contribution is $328,500. 

• The project contributed mitigation funding to raise 12 structures (7 houses, 3 barns, 1 
office, 1 shop) as mitigation for downstream impacts.  Total project contribution is 
$328,500. 

• Flood storage was restored as mitigation and included the removal of 90,000 cubic 
yards of a berm at the former Weyerhaeuser mill site.  Berm removal also enhanced 
the river’s access to a much larger area of active floodplain behind the berm. 

 
4.  Backwaters from the Snohomish/Skykomish 

• Dikes in the Snohomish are now built to a uniform profile and all overtop at a 5-year 
event.  They do not contribute to or cause a back up the Snoqualmie. 

• Tidal effects can be seen as far as SR 522, where gage measurements show this tidal 
influence when river flows are low.  In flood conditions, the gage does not show this 
tidal influence. 

• A diary from the 1880s observed the Skykomish River back up into the Snoqualmie 
River, which indicates that the Skykomish has historically had a backwater effect on 
the Snoqualmie River. 

• The Skykomish River has a very steep grade and when its flows reach the flatter 
Snohomish Valley floor, a hydrologic mound forms in the Snohomish Valley that can 
cause the Snoqualmie to back up into King County. 

• The degree to which the Skykomish River backs up into the Snoqualmie depends 
upon the timing of the flood crests in the two basins.  
 

5.  Federal and State Regulations 
The majority of the Snoqualmie Valley APD is mapped in the FEMA floodway where the 
most protective regulations apply.  
• In the Snoqualmie River floodplain, the FEMA floodway includes some areas of 

deep, fast flowing, and especially dangerous waters, and it includes some areas of 
lesser hazard. 

• Federal and state regulations recognize that agriculture requires some degree of 
flexibility or relief if agriculture is to occupy the floodplain.  Agriculture is a 
compatible land use in floodplain and is recognized as a preferred land use over more 
intense residential or commercial development. 

• Based on federal regulations, under no circumstance can the activities cause an 
increase in the base flood elevation within the FEMA floodway. 
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• Federal and state regulations allow wet flood-proofing through a variance process for 
agricultural buildings, or they can be allowed outright for low damage potential 
buildings. 

• State and federal laws allow construction of new non-residential structures in the 
FEMA floodway as long as performance standards are met. 

• Construction of new residential structures is prohibited in the FEMA floodway under 
state law.  

 
6.  Compensatory Storage 

• Compensatory storage at elevation is essential for effective No Adverse Impact 
floodplain management. 

• Most jurisdictions now require compensatory storage even though it is not required 
by federal or state regulations.  

• Available compensatory storage opportunities are unusually limited by topography in 
the flat floodplain of the Snoqualmie River. 

 
7.  Elevating Buildings 

• The cost of elevating some types of new buildings adds a relatively marginal expense 
to the initial construction cost.  

• Elevating existing and new agricultural buildings can greatly reduce flood damages 
and can also result in savings in flood insurance premiums.  Flood insurance premium 
discounts may be sufficient to recover the incremental costs borne by property owners 
in just few years time for some buildings. 

• Federal flood mitigation grant funding can be applied to elevating buildings.  
However, the criteria for grants generally seek to reduce flood insurance claims, so 
they tend to favor homes instead of agricultural buildings. 

• Federal flood mitigation grant funding can be applied to elevating buildings.  
However, the criteria for meeting minimum benefit-cost analysis may reduce the 
potential grant eligibility of agricultural buildings. 

• Elevation is not feasible for some agricultural buildings that are either too old or need 
to be located at grade to be accessible by animals or equipment. 

• Elevating an existing building that consists primarily of walls and a roof to shelter 
livestock or heavy equipment on the ground can involve significant cost for heavy 
structural flooring that is not otherwise necessary. 

• The agricultural representatives state that it is cheaper to elevate buildings by 
importing fill. Flood management staff question this statement and have found data to 
the contrary.  

 
8. Floating Technologies. 

• Floating technologies tend to be used in marine tidal environments or lake 
environments more than in river environments. 

• Designs that would address flood debris may not be ideal for a farm environment. 
• The technologies explored are cost prohibitive for a single farm. 
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9. Miscellaneous Findings. 
 

• Produce crops such as vegetables and flowers are not considered commodity crops.  
As a result, Snoqualmie farmers are not compensated by federal assistance for their 
losses.  The Farm Services Agency staff advised the Task Force that attention should 
be drawn to this issue so that federal insurance funds can be available to local 
agriculture.  

• Floods leave agricultural landowners with miscellaneous debris from upstream 
properties that need to be cleared from their land.  The landowners have to clear the 
debris, haul it to a disposal site, and pay the disposal fees – all at a time when they 
need time and funding to recover from the flood event.   

• Hazardous wastes can contaminate the food supply when transported in floodwaters.  
A pilot program in the basin is underway to promote safe storage, collection and 
disposal. 
 

 
IV. RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE FLOOD-FARM TASK FORCE 

 
The Task Force is forwarding the following recommendations for consideration by the King 
County Council, in no order of priority: 
 
Recommendation 1.  Allow new non-residential agricultural accessory buildings in the 
FEMA floodway in King County’s APDs (K.C.C. 21A.24.260C), as long as applicable 
standards are met.  
 
New elevated buildings – on post and piling, not on fill – may be the best solution for both 
floodplain management and agricultural viability in the long term.  New elevated structures 
provide protection, reduce flood damage, chaos, and stress, and provide lower insurance 
rates.  Grants and cost share may be able to help defray their costs.  
 
Recommendation 2.  Allow for wet flood-proofing of some agricultural buildings through 
an alteration exception to the critical areas ordinance or through a code amendment. 
 
Wet flood-proofing allows buildings to be constructed or remain at grade while requiring that 
permanent or contingent measures are applied to the building or its contents which prevent or 
provide resistance to damage from flooding while allowing floodwaters to enter the structure 
or area.  Generally, these measures include properly anchoring the structure, using flood 
resistant materials below the base flood elevation, protecting mechanical and utility 
equipment, and the use of openings or breakaway walls.  Federal law allows this provision 
through a variance process, which in King County would be through an alteration exception, 
or it can be allowed outright if certain standards are specified in King County Code.  
Approval would be needed from FEMA and the Department of Ecology to allow this change 
to code.  This outright provision is generally approved only for buildings that are of relatively 
low value.  FEMA has approved a $65,000 limitation for such buildings in Snohomish 
County. 
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Recommendation 3.  Help reduce flood impacts to agriculture by providing $100,000 per 
year for 10 years from the King County Flood Control Zone District to be used as cost share 
for mitigation projects, such as the elevation of barns or other mitigation measures in King 
County APDs. 
 
Because flood mitigation measures can be expensive, the King County Flood Control Zone 
District funds can provide a cost share to leverage other sources of funding, including 
property owner contributions.  The funds may also be used to cost share the expenses of 
conducting the hydraulic modeling and permit expenses required for construction of new or 
repair of existing farm pads. 
 
Recommendation 4. Work with the federal Farm Services Agency to propose modifications 
to the federal insurance programs to recognize and provide coverage for the type of 
agriculture that occurs in King and Snohomish counties.  
 
Most federal crop insurance programs cover only commodity crops such as wheat, corn, and 
cotton.  Most crops grown in King County, such as vegetables, herbs and flowers, are 
considered specialty crops and are not covered by federal crop insurance.  The Farm Services 
Agency recognizes that alterations to the flood insurance program, such as reimbursing for 
loss of income, are needed to assist Snoqualmie Valley farmers.  A representative of the 
agency spoke to the Task Force and encouraged our collaboration on this issue. 
 
Recommendation 5.  Add a definition of farm pads to K.C.C. 21A.06.  The definition 
should include the storage of equipment, seeds, hay, bulbs, livestock and small animals.  
 
This recommendation reflects the change in agriculture in the Snoqualmie Valley from the 
predominance of dairies in the early 1990s to the “new” agriculture centered on hay, 
vegetable, flower and herb production, and range-fed beef, sheep and poultry.  Farm pads are 
needed to be more than just livestock sanctuaries; they need to provide protection for 
equipment and supplies as well as animals. 
 
Recommendation 6.  Allow farm pads in the FEMA floodway (K.C.C. 21A.24.260D) as 
long as applicable standards are met.  
 
Since the 1990 exemption, no new livestock sanctuaries have been constructed in the FEMA 
floodway.  The original livestock sanctuaries were sized for large dairy herds and resulted in 
approximately 275,000 cubic yards of fill being imported into the floodplain.  If constructed 
today, many of them would not meet federally-required conveyance or King County’s 
compensatory storage standards.  Farm pads needed for the “new” agriculture will generally 
be much smaller.  The recommendation is to encourage alternative means of flood protection 
to minimize this import of fill, but to allow farm pad construction if the project can meet the 
applicable compensatory storage and conveyance standards. Changes to the floodplain 
regulations to allow farm pads within the FEMA floodway also require an amendment to the 
county’s shoreline regulations.  These changes will require review from the Department of 
Ecology and FEMA.   
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Recommendation 7. Provide limited agricultural exceptions to the maximum depth and 
velocity thresholds.  (K.C.C. 21A.24.240C). 
 
The code amendment would give the DDES director the authority to waive the requirement 
for a depth and velocity analysis for agricultural uses and to approve certain projects that 
exceed depth and velocity thresholds. 
 
Recommendation 8.  Extend the demonstration project deadlines for the ten project 
participants to complete farm pad construction to September 1, 2008, and to submit the 
required elevation information by September 30, 2008. 
 
The late start of these of the demonstration project process, combined with early wet weather, 
resulted in projects that could not be completed in the Fall of 2007.  Specific factors 
included: 

• the river was high in September and fields were wet before the exemptions were 
issued.  Those farmers with wet fields could not run equipment in and out of them to 
construct the farm pads; 

• there was very little fill available from contractors late in September at the end of the 
construction season; 

• haulers were afraid of liability if they damaged county roads when turning onto or off 
the saturated shoulder of an unpaved farm road; 

• it was too late to stabilize and hydro-seed the farm pads or to surface them with 
gravel or plants; and 

• idealy a final certification of elevation should be done after the farm pads have a had  
time to settle. 

 
Recommendation 9.  Install flow gages on Tuck Creek and Ames Creek. 
 
The addition of gages on these two streams will complete the monitoring of flows in streams 
that come into the Snoqualmie Valley APD and may affect the inundation of farm fields – 
independent of river levels.  The other major streams in the Snoqualmie Basin are already 
being monitored. These data will be used for the hydrologic analysis proposed in 
ecommendation #16. 
 
Recommendation 10.  Allow non-residential agricultural accessory buildings on farm pads. 
 
Buildings are needed on farm pads because equipment and supplies require protection from 
the rain as well as from floodwaters.  These structures must be used only for farm operations 
with conditions such as the prohibition on septic systems, public use and residential use.  
Other conditions will be worked out by the DDES Agriculture Permit Team, which includes 
the Seattle-King County Public Health Department, the King Conservation District and 
WLRD.  Outreach should specifically be targeted to the Hmong farmers, working with 
Hmong representatives and interpreters. 
 
Recommendation 11.  Increase public education workshops and materials for landowners on 
flood preparedness and flood response in order to gather more information and to convey the 
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progress made on improving flood protection for agriculture.  Conduct outreach targeted 
specifically to farm members of the Hmong community. 
 
An annual workshop could be hosted by WLRD’s Agriculture Program and supported by 
DDES, WLRD’s River and Floodplain Management Program, and WRIA 7 to help 
landowners prepare for and respond to floods.  This workshop could serve as a forum to track 
progress on the implementation of the recommendations in this report.  Other ideas include a 
“Guide to the Valley” document that discusses floods and the responsibility they entail, 
workshops for realtors to educate them on flood hazards when they market property in 
floodplains, and a video displayed at DDES in the permit center.  
 
Recommendation 12.  For the purposes of promoting agricultural viability, the Agriculture 
Program and the River and Floodplain Management Unit of WLRD shall establish a 
“compensatory storage bank” to the floodplain to enable easy transfer of compensatory 
storage between property owners and to expedite permitting.  
 
The preservation of flood storage capacity is an essential underpinning of the nationally 
recognized King County strategy for safe long term management of the floodplain.  The 
standards do not outright prohibit all floodplain fill, but rather require compensatory storage 
for any displacement.  This allows some flexibility for floodplain development without 
allowing adverse impacts to neighboring properties.  However, the lower Snoqualmie Valley 
APD is one area where the standard offers little opportunity for compensatory storage 
opportunities: there is limited high ground that could be excavated to compensate for adding 
fill into the floodplain.  The Task Force recommends that the County:  

• Continue to protect floodplain storage capacity by requiring that compensatory 
storage be provided in equivalent volumes at equivalent elevations to those being 
displaced. 

• Establish a “compensatory storage bank” to facilitate agricultural and important 
public projects while continuing to protect the flood storage capacity of the 
floodplain. 

• Open the bank with an initial balance equal to the unused remainder of the 40,000 
square foot allowance for unmitigated flood storage displacements established by the 
2007 Demonstration Project, equal to approximately 16,000 square feet. 

• Supplement the bank balance with an additional deposit to represent an allowable 
additional storage loss that would appear to satisfy the county’s zero-rise threshold, 
according to proposed computer model simulations of hydraulic impacts.  The 
estimated time frame for completing this analysis is June 30, 2008.  

• Locate and quantify potential contributors to the bank such as, Chinook Bend levee 
removal, King County Department of Transportation roads maintenance activities, 
etc.  

• Explore options with DNRP for design of the north Snoqualmie Trail Extension to 
determine whether there are any options that might contribute compensatory storage 
to the bank, such as lowering, narrowing or elevating some portions of the trail.  Any 
outcome would have to recognize the importance of the trail as not only essential to 
the Regional Trail System, but as an essential public facility, and the additional costs 
of constructing and maintaining the trail under any reconfiguration as a public 
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investment.  A major constraint may be the Trans-Continental Fiber Optic Cable that 
is located with the trail fill.  

• Explore whether there is any opportunity to obtain compensatory storage from 
locations in Snohomish County. 

 
Recommendation 13.  Develop a plan to coordinate cleanup and disposal of miscellaneous 
post-flood debris among the various entities – contract haulers, the Solid Waste Division, 
Duvall, and Carnation.  The County should support basin-wide programs, including 
collection and safe storage, to reduce the possibilities of hazardous waste coming in contact 
with floodwaters.   
 
In the last flood, haulers voluntary offered clean up services in the Duvall area and King 
County Solid Waste cancelled disposal fees.  However, there is no official plan coordinated 
among the various entities.  Landowners end up cleaning up the debris deposited on their 
land from upstream landowners, and they cover the hauling and disposal fees.  This happens 
at the same time that they need to be spending time and funds on flood recovery in their own 
operations.  
 
The King County Local Hazardous Waste Program is conducting a pilot program to reduce 
hazardous waste in the basin.  Farmers are very supportive of this effort because it will help 
abate concerns about potential adulteration of food by floodwaters.  The Task Force members 
would like to see this program continued and strengthened.  
 
Recommendation 14.  Examine the feasibility of establishing secure locations for seasonal 
storage of equipment or livestock outside the floodplain or during flood events. 
 
Historically some agricultural landowners take equipment and livestock out of the floodplain, 
either for the season or during flood events.  Many relocate livestock and equipment to land 
of a neighbor, but this option has its limitations.  People want a secure location where their 
equipment and livestock are safe.  Livestock need oversight, some degree of quarantine and 
care.  County staff, farmers, the KCD, Task Force members and survey respondents all 
provided evidence that many people currently use this option for part of their flood protection 
need.  However, because some fields are frequently flooded during the winter and spring, and 
if floods become more frequent, this option diminishes.  Moving livestock once every two 
years in an emergency is tolerable; moving them chronically three or four times a year – 
whenever the river rises – presents an entirely different logistical challenge.  
 
Recommendation 15.  Investigate the feasibility of constructing farm pads with flow-
through devices such as culverts. 
 
This idea may require only half the compensatory storage and may address conveyance 
issues at some sites.  Further work is needed on costs and hydraulic modeling to determine if 
the benefits outweigh the costs. 
 
Recommendation 16.  Conduct a hydrologic study of the Snoqualmie River Basin. 
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Hydrologic simulation of the basin would allow a more thorough understanding of many 
concerns developed elsewhere in this report.  The model could help to better quantify the 
cumulative impacts of changing land use in the basin, which is often blamed for flood 
problems in the Snoqualmie Valley APD.  The model may also help to improve flood 
warning capabilities, and serve as a planning tool for future flood reduction projects. 
 
 

V.  Other Ideas to be Noted but Not Recommended 
 
The ideas listed below were suggested by members of the Task Force as potential solutions 
but were generally considered infeasible because of constraints such as cost, impacts on 
environmental resources, or were beyond the scope of the Task Force’s roles.  However, 
some Task Force members wanted these ideas to be included in this report. 
 
A.  Comparisons to Regulations in Snohomish County.  
 
Snohomish County has mapped a “density fringe” for agricultural lands within the 
Snohomish River floodplain.  Under this approach, each farm is allowed to fill 2% of their 
land for agricultural purposes.  The agricultural representatives on the Task Force expressed 
the desire to adopt a similar mapping and regulation approach. 
 
The Task Force representative from the Department of Ecology stated that the “density 
fringe” was approved for Snohomish County because of the tidal influence on the lower 
Snohomish River that is not present in King County.  Because of this tidal influence, 
Snohomish County has constructed an extensive dike system, which disrupts the natural 
storage and flow of floodwater.  In addition, these dikes only provide protection to the five-
year storm and are designed to be over-topped at those flood levels.   
 
King County proposes to provide flexibility for farmers through the establishment of a 
compensatory storage bank and is optimistic that this will help the agricultural community 
meet the compensatory storage regulations, which Task Force member agree are valuable 
floodplain management standards.  Additionally, the County is finding ways to support the 
elevation of buildings – the preferred long-term option for agricultural viability and 
floodplain protection.   
 
B.  Pump Carnation Marsh to Provide Flood Storage During Flood Events.  
  
This concept could provide additional flood storage volume that would be available before 
the onset of a flood.  However, the marsh is on relatively low-lying ground that is not 
isolated from the river by levees, railroad grades, or similar impervious features.  For these 
reasons, it is unlikely the marsh could be pumped down without significant investment in 
infrastructure to facilitate pumping.  Furthermore, the marsh would probably fill in the early 
hours of a flood, providing little benefit in the later hours when the damaging crest arrives.  
Also, this proposal would adversely impact rearing habitat for multiple salmonid species, 
including Endangered Species Act (ESA) listed Chinook salmon and steelhead trout. 
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C.  Prioritize and Schedule Five Sediment Removal Sites in the Snoqualmie Basin in 
Accordance with Flood Plan Policy.   
 
Consider the two sites on the mainstem Snoqualmie River channel (below the Raging River 
and below the Tolt River) as the highest priorities for agriculture.  
 
Proposals such as these are being examined under the umbrella of the new Flood 
Management Plan. However, there would not be significant flood relief from these proposals.  
Since these two areas account for over 50% of ESA listed Chinook salmon spawning 
grounds, and for a fairly large portion of ESA listed steelhead trout spawning grounds, there 
are significant environmental challenges associated with removing this gravel, Thus, these 
two sites will likely score very low in terms of priorities for the controversial issue of 
sediment removal on the river.  
 
D.  Raise the West Snoqualmie River Road in Locations That Make it Impassable at 
Lower Flood Stages. 
 
This would entail significant costs for the benefit of few landowners.  Road project funds are 
extremely limited and this project would likely be a low priority compared to other public 
safety needs when determining how these limited resources will be used. 
 
E.  Hire a Consulting Firm to Analyze Feasibility of Multipurpose Flood Control Dams 
and Reservoirs.   
 
First analyze the capacity necessary to reduce flooding in a way that would make a difference 
to agriculture, by determining what flood levels are acceptable for agriculture. 
 
Recommendation 16 begins part of the process needed to undertake this proposal by 
recommending collecting and modeling necessary background information.  However, it 
does not address that natural flooding levels benefit ESA listed salmonid habitat.  Attempts 
to install any dam within the Snoqualmie Basin would face significant environmental 
challenges.  
 
F.  Provide compensatory storage by elevating some of the Snoqualmie Valley roads on 
pilings. 
 
As in Idea D, this would entail significant costs and would likely be a low priority use of 
limited road project funds. 
 
 

VI. Framed Issue: New Farm Houses in the FEMA Floodway 
 
One item the Task Force addressed, which some members of the Task Force suggested as a 
recommendation, is not being carried forth as a recommendation of this report. The Task 
Force did not reach consensus on allowing new residential farm houses in the FEMA 
floodway, however it is important to recognize that this issue was not fully discussed or 
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explored.  New residential homes, including farm houses, are not allowed in the FEMA 
floodway by state law and King County code.  

 
The agricultural representatives of the Task Force wanted to recommend that the King 
County Council should endorse a farmer-initiated proposal that State Legislators amend State 
Law to allow new residential farm houses to be built in the FEMA flood-way of APDs (such 
as Snoqualmie Valley) that are not protected by levees or dikes, provided that they meet 
appropriate requirements. 
 
They argue that the County has expressed a desire to support “family farms” and thereby 
provide the community with the social, cultural, and economic benefits that local family 
farms provide.  Agricultural representatives to the Task Force believe that giving farmers the 
opportunity to live on their farms is essential to the existence of these small family farms. 
 
Farmers further argue that because the flows during floods are not of high velocity in all parts 
of the Snoqualmie floodway, it is not too dangerous to locate a house in the floodway if it is 
elevated above the flood level.   
 
The recommendation of King County staff is to preserve the prohibition of new residential 
homes in the FEMA floodway.  Staff believe that the floodway is generally thought of as the 
corridor of deepest, fastest flow.  From a state-wide perspective, this general understanding is 
reasonably accurate, although the methods used to define the floodway do not always 
correspond with the deepest and fastest conditions.  In general, the floodway would be a very 
dangerous place to live.  
 
The existing state law has saved lives and prevented property damage by keeping people out 
of areas that are truly unsafe.  Unless the state can more precisely map areas of extreme flood 
risk, the floodway should continue to be considered as the most hazardous subset of the 
floodplain where residential construction remains prohibited. 
 
A State legislative process would be expensive and lengthy, and require many years of work.  
It would open a “Pandora's Box” for those with less sensitivity to the flood issue and this 
could put far more people in harm’s way.  With floods perhaps increasing in both frequency 
and magnitude, King County staff believes this is not a wise direction. 
 
 

VII.  CONCLUSION 
 
For effective long-term management of floodplain functions – which will benefit the viability 
of agriculture in the long term – alternatives to placing fill in the floodplain are the solution 
of choice.  Agricultural landowners need protected storage opportunities that are elevated 
above the base flood elevation.  The protected storage can be provided by options that do not 
require fill, such as elevating existing buildings, constructing new elevated buildings, or 
taking equipment and supplies out of the floodplain for the flood season.  Importing fill is the 
least desirable option. 
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A suite of options must remain open for agricultural landowners to both contribute to long 
term floodplain protection and to protect themselves individually during floods.  The 
agricultural community will need support to help them meet the regulations that will provide 
the flood protection they need.  The key to success is ongoing dialogue. 
 
Staff will meet with the agricultural members that were on the Task Force to report on such 
items as the status of the modeling for the compensatory storage bank, the outcome of the 
fully completed demonstration project proposals, the legislative package related to these 
proposals, and any further information on agricultural needs.  In addition, staff will provide 
an annual update to the King County Agriculture Commission on the issues addressed in this 
report. 
 
The Executive will evaluate the code changes recommended by this report and forward 
appropriate legislation by April 30.  Changes to the floodplain regulations to allow farm pads 
within the FEMA floodway also require an amendment to the county’s shoreline regulations.  
This latter code amendment is part of the larger shoreline code rewrite which will not be 
completed until later this year.  This also will require approval from Washington Department 
of Ecology. We understand farmer’s expectations regarding work that might be done in the 
summer of 2008, however any work planned for this summer should not assume flexibility 
from current regulations could be provided by these code changes.   
 
This report has taken an immense effort from agricultural representatives, including the King 
Conservation District and King County managers and staff.  However, there was a very short 
time frame and the Task Force members recognize that some report items may be lacking in 
adequate details.  
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Farm Flood Task Force – Appendices. 
 
 
Appendix A: Map of Livestock Sanctuaries and Demonstration Projects.  
 
 
Appendix B:    Farm Pad Data: Farm name, parcel number, BFE, pad height, exemption 

or permit number, dimensions. 
 
 
Appendix C.   Maps: Assessment of Need for Farm Flood Pads. 
   South Snoqualmie APD 
   North Snoqualmie APD 
 
Appendix D.   Flood Farm Survey  
 
Appendix E.   Estimated Permit Costs of Farm Flood Pads.     
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Farmland Preservation Program
Program Description and History

November 6, 2009 was the 30th anniversary of the Farmland Preservation Program (FPP). The
FPP, which purchases and holds farmland development rights in perpetuity, is one of the oldest
preservation programs in the United States. Since 1984, when the first development rights were
purchased, the FPP has been a corner stone for agriculture in King County. The FPP ensures that
at least some of the county’s remaining prime agricultural land will always stay undeveloped and
open and available for agriculture.

Program Description

The Farmland Preservation Program (FPP) is a voluntary program that purchases the
development rights from farmland in order to permanently preserve it for agriculture or open
space uses. In selling their development rights, property owners grant the county the right to
place covenants on their property that restrict its use and development. The covenants are
contained in an agricultural conservation easement known as the Deed Of and Agreement
Relating to Development Rights (Deed and Agreement). The Deed and Agreement is both an
easement and a contract as it places restrictive covenants on the property and imposes contractual
obligations on both the property owner and the county.

King County holds the development rights in trust on behalf of the citizens. The covenants that
are placed on the property are in perpetuity; they “run with the land” and remain in effect even if
the property is sold, rented, bequeathed or annexed by another jurisdiction. The covenants
restrict the land to agricultural or open space uses, permanently limit the number of dwelling units
and require that 95 percent of the property remain open and available for cultivation. Although
the covenants do not require that the property be actively farmed, they prohibit any activities that
would permanently impair the use of the property for agriculture.

How the FPP Began
The FPP officially began in November, 1979 when county voters passed a $50 million Farmlands
and Open Space Bond Initiative that authorized the sale of bonds to finance the purchase
development rights on high quality farmlands. Ordinance 4341 (codified as Chapter 26.04 of the
King County Code) outlined the objectives and parameters of the FPP and instructed the
Executive to put the bond initiative before the voters. The Ordinance recognized the economic,
aesthetic and unique benefits that agriculture provides to the citizens of King County and stated
that land suitable for farming is an irreplaceable resource. The Ordinance acknowledged that
current policies and regulations (i.e., in 1979) did not provide adequate protection and that the
permanent acquisition of voluntarily offered interests in farm and open space lands would provide
long-term protection of the public interests which these lands serve.

Ordinance 4341 and the Bond Initiative obligated the county to hold the development rights in
trust, on behalf of the citizens of King County, in perpetuity. They also required that, if the
Council were to find that any of the lands or interests acquired with bond proceeds could no
longer fulfill the public purposes described in the ordinance, the Council would submit to the
voters a proposition to approve of the disposition of such lands or interests. Only upon a majority
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vote approving such proposition, could the county dispose of any land or interest. To-date, no
lands or interests have been found unable to fulfill the public purposes that were described, and
the only loss of development rights has been through condemnation.

Purchase of Farmland Development Rights:
During the mid-1980s, the county accepted offers to purchase the development rights on 12,600
acres. Although most of the funds generated by the 1979 Farmlands and Open Space Bonds
Initiative have now been spent, the county has continued to acquire farmland development rights
using funds generated by the Conservation Futures levy as well as with federal and State funding.
Since 1987, development rights have been purchased on 489 acres and the development rights on
52 acres have been donated to the county. An additional 121 acres have been acquired in fee.
Adding these acres to those acquired during the mid-1980s brings the total acreage of
permanently protected farmland in King County to 13,337 acres.

Managing the Farmland Preservation Program
In 2009 King County had 1.4 Full Time Employees dedicated to managing the county’s farmland
development rights interests. Management of these interests (i.e., the Farmland Preservation
Program-FPP) includes the following activities:

 Policy development and implementation. FPP staff develop and implement policies for
managing the FPP. Written policies have been developed for determining the
permissibility of various uses of FPP property, including the use of FPP property for
utility easements and for rights-of-way. Policies have also been developed regarding
habitat restoration and enhancement activities on FPP property. Implementation of
various policies may require that they be approved by the King County Council. The
restrictive covenants that are placed on properties to preserve them for agriculture have
also been recently updated and revised to be more compatible with the needs of
contemporary agriculture.

 Interpretation of the restrictive covenants. Although the covenants that are contained in
the Deed and Agreement were written to be as specific as possible, questions
occasionally arise concerning their interpretation. FPP Staff periodically consult with the
King County Prosecuting Attorney to ensure that the covenants are interpreted in a
consistent and legally defensible manner.

 Property monitoring. FPP staff monitor properties by conducting site visits and meeting
with the property owner(s) to ensure compliance with the restrictive covenants.
Farmland Preservation Program (FPP) staff regularly monitor FPP properties to ensure
that the owners are aware of the restrictive covenants and are complying with them.
Monitoring activities include site visits and meeting with the property owner as well as
routinely driving by properties.

 Application review. FPP staff review applications for building, grading, boundary line
adjustments and other alterations of FPP properties to ensure that the proposed alteration
is consistent with the covenants. Staff also review requests for easements across FPP
property. Council approval may be required depending on the extent of the requested
activity.

 Record maintenance. FPP staff update and maintain other records pertinent to the
county’s development rights interests.

Trends and Challenges Affecting the FPP
FPP properties are generally reflective of other agricultural properties in the county. The changes
and trends that are noted in this report also affect the county’s preserved farmlands.
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Increase in Number of Farms and Separate Ownerships
As the number of farms in the county has increased so has the number of farms that are in the
FPP. The county originally purchased development rights on 187 separate ownerships during the
1980’s. Since then, the county has acquired development rights on 17 additional farms. Besides
purchasing more development rights, many of the farms that originally consisted of several
parcels have been broken up and the parcels have been sold separately. As a result, by the end of
2008, FPP properties were under 260 separate ownerships. Staff estimate that approximately two
thirds of FPP properties have changed in ownership since the development rights were acquired.
Besides selling parcels separately, the entire property may have been sold or, since some of the
owners who originally sold the development rights are now deceased, the property has been
passed on to their heirs.

Changes in property ownership presents challenges for the FPP. In many instances FPP staff are
working with owners who acquired the property after the development rights were sold. Not
having received any compensation themselves, these owners are often somewhat unfamiliar with
the FPP and the restrictions that have been placed on their property. Staff are frequently
surprised by the lack of information that new owners have about the covenants and sometimes it
appears that they have not even read them. Ensuring that property owners are familiar with the
covenants and the restrictions that they impose is the most effective way of keeping FPP
properties in compliance with the covenants. Monitoring staff make sure that new owners of FPP
property have a copy of the covenants and they point out those that are most likely to affect their
use of the property.

Adjusting boundary lines between parcels or selling parcels separately may also create
unintended consequences. FPP properties are subject to a 5 percent non-tillable surface
allowance that is calculated as 5 percent of the total area of all of the parcels that comprise the
property. If a property consists of several parcels, and if the amount of non-tillable surface on
any one parcel is at or near the 5 percent limit for the entire property, then there will be little or no
allowance remaining for use on the other parcels. FPP property owners may be unaware of the
implications of this restriction if they are unfamiliar with the covenants.

Statistics compiled by FPP monitoring staff show that within the 3-year period of 2006 – 2008,
15 percent of the FPP properties that were visited had a least one covenant violation. The most
frequent violations noted involved dwelling units; either the number of dwelling units exceeded
the allowable limit or the occupants were not family members or associated with farming
activities on the property. In addition to the covenant violations regarding dwelling units,
monitoring staff also reported informally resolving other violations. Often, more than one site
visit is required to ensure that a violation has been adequately resolved and monitoring staff
reported that during the above 3-year period, more than one site visit was required for 30 percent
of the properties.

Property monitoring is one of the FPP’s most important activities. The enabling legislation for
the FPP stated that King County would hold the development rights in trust on behalf of the
citizens and monitoring is necessary in order to uphold this obligation. It is very strongly
recommended that the county maintain staffing levels sufficient to allow periodic monitoring of
the preserved properties.

Changes in Agricultural Use
Agriculture in King County has undergone significant changes since the FPP began in 1979.
Socioeconomic factors, such as increased land prices and costs of living, challenges in finding
and providing for required labor, potentially conflicting land use practices and increased demand
for water and water rights all have potential adverse impacts on the long-term viability of farming
in King County and the ability to keep FPP properties actively farmed.
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While these forces present challenges to preserving and promoting King County’s farming
tradition, other opportunities have emerged to promote local farming. The demand for market
crops and value-added products has increased dramatically and new means have emerged to
allow farmers direct access to consumers throughout the Puget Sound area. Additionally, recent
changes to the King County Code have supported value-added processing and direct marketing of
farm products.

The use of FPP properties reflects the changes in types of agriculture in the county. King County
originally purchased development rights on 62 dairies which, collectively, encompassed
approximately half of 12,600 acres that were preserved during the 1980s. Although only 16 of
the original dairies are still in operation, much of the acreage they utilized is still used for
livestock or forage production. As was noted in a previous section of this report, the diversity of
livestock operations is increasing and a recent survey of lands within the APDs showed that 48
percent of FPP land is used for livestock or forage production.

The upsurge of interest in locally produced food and the response of farmers to this expanding
market is also reflected on FPP properties. In the 1980’s when most of the development rights
were purchased, only a few farmers sold directly to consumers. Now, with 32 farmers markets in
the county, there are many agricultural operations on FPP properties that sell their products
directly to the consumer. In the early 1990’s there was one FPP property that was a subscription
farm in which the “subscribers” (i.e., the consumers who buy the farm products) pay a fee at the
start of each season which then buys them a season’s worth of product. Now there are three
CSA’s operating on FPP property and each of these has several hundred subscribers.

Habitat Projects on FPP Property
In addition their suitability for agricultural use, FPP properties often have high habitat value, both
for aquatic and terrestrial species. In recent years, the FPP has had to respond to inquiries as to
whether FPP properties can be used for habitat purposes. In responding to these inquiries,
policies have been developed that are intended to maintain the county’s obligation to preserve
these lands for agriculture while at the same time utilizing, to the extent possible, their value as
habitat sites. Although the Bond Initiative that enabled the FPP and the FPP covenants both
recognize the open space values of the preserved lands, the intent of the FPP is to preserve land
for agricultural use. Consequently, suitability for agricultural use must be maintained and any use
of preserved farmlands for habitat or open space purposes must not permanently impair the land’s
ability to support agriculture.

Responding to Change
The Agriculture Commission has been working with county staff to assess and respond to the
challenges, changes and opportunities facing farmers. However, farmers whose properties are
subject to the FPP’s original Deed and Agreement have not been able to take full advantage of
some of the changes and opportunities and the commission felt that the Deed and Agreement
needed to be updated and revised in order to better promote and protect economically viable
agriculture.

Updating King County’s Original Agricultural Conservation Easement
In 2005, the original Deed of and Agreement Relating to Development Rights was modified to
include requirements imposed by the use of federal funding to purchase farmland development
rights. This funding, available thought the Farm and Ranch Lands Protection Program
administered by the Natural Resources Conservation Service, has become an important source of
funding for the FPP. In 2006, the State of Washington initiated a Farmland Preservation Program
that made State funding available for purchasing farmland development rights.

The State Farmland Preservation Program also requires that certain restrictions and contractual
obligations be included in the easement that is placed on properties on which the development
rights have been acquired. In light of this, and because King County’s Deed of and Agreement
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Relating to Development Rights had not been significantly altered or updated since it was drafted
in the early 1980s, FPP staff felt that it was a good time to update the Deed and Agreement and
make it more compatible with current agricultural practices and concerns. Staff enlisted the
assistance of the King County Agriculture Commission in reworking and updating the covenants.

The Agriculture Commission’s Regulatory and Land Use Committee met for approximately two
years to discuss and update the FPP covenants. The majority of the Committee’s work focused
on the following questions and topics:

1. How should agriculture be defined?
1. Should the covenants require that the protected property be actively farmed?
2. How to keep preserved properties affordable by farmers.
3. Should the covenants address water rights?
4. Should there be a limit on the size of dwelling units?
5. Should the covenants allow the processing and marketing of products that are

not grown on-site?
6. Criteria for allowing home industries and home occupations
7. Should the covenants allow the consumption of food items?
8. Non-tillable surface restrictions
9. Conversion of farmable areas to habitat uses

Two of these topics were of particular concern to both the committee and the full commission:
requiring that the protected property be actively farmed and keeping the protected property
affordable for farming. The following paragraphs summarize the discussions of these topics and
the Agriculture Commission’s recommendations concerning them.

Should the FPP Covenants Require that the Protected Property be Actively Farmed?
Both the Regulatory and Land Use Committee and the Agriculture Commission felt strongly that
preserved properties should remain in active agricultural uses. However, there were also strong
differences of opinion as to how this goal could be achieved. Ordinance 4341 that enabled the
FPP used the definitions in RCW 84.34 to define farmland and open space land. The Committee
discussed whether the easement should describe the protected property as specifically meeting the
criteria for classification as “Farm and Agricultural Land” as set forth in Section 84.34.020(2) or
if the description should also include the criteria stated in Section 84.34.020(8). Using only the
criteria specified in Section 84.34.020(2) would require that preserved farmlands be actively
farmed. Section 84.34.020(8) expands the criteria to include lands that used to be actively
farmed, but which are now classified as “Open Space Land.” It also includes other traditional
farmlands that are not currently farmed, but which have a high potential for returning to
commercial agriculture.

It was argued that since the intent of the FPP is to preserve properties as farmland, the easement
should only reference Section 84.34.020(2) and the covenants should only allow agricultural uses.
The point was made that since the original easement allows both agricultural and open space uses,
FPP lands are being used for "palatial" home sites without using (nor intention to use) the land for
commercial agriculture. These home sites are located in the Agricultural Production Districts
(APDs) and some Committee members felt that this use violates the intent of the Growth
Management Act (GMA) designation of agricultural lands with long term commercial
significance and is contrary to the GMA goal to maintain and enhance the agricultural industry.
The concern was also expressed that using preserved properties primarily as home sites damages
the "critical mass" of commercial agriculture within the Agricultural Production Districts (APDs)
and leads to a loss of infrastructure that is critical to the agricultural economy. One member also
felt that allowing FPP lands to be used primarily as home sites could be interpreted as a misuse of
funds dedicated to the protection and enhancement of agriculture. Requiring that preserved
properties remain actively farmed would also help to ensure that the features which make them
suitable for agriculture, such as drainage, water availability, etc., are maintained.
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The argument to allow other open space uses in addition to agriculture focused on the ability of
the county to enforce the covenants. It was argued that, due to circumstances beyond their
control, a property owner may not be able to farm themselves or even to lease the property for
farming. In instances such as this, requiring that the protected property be actively farmed may
be very difficult or even impossible to enforce. This concern was also expressed by the
Prosecuting Attorney. The additional point was made that the primary objective of the FPP is to
preserve high quality agricultural soils and, although it is desirable to have preserved properties
actively farmed, protecting the soil resource should be the requirement rather than active farming.

Instead of stating that the property must be actively farmed, the committee recommended that the
new covenants state that “The Grantee strongly encourages the Grantor to farm the protected
property or the lease the protected property for farming” so that the Grantor would be aware of
what the county wanted. In order to address the very real concern that unfarmed properties may
lose their ability to support agriculture, the Committee also recommended that the covenants
require that the property be managed under a Farm Management Plan by which the property is
maintained in a condition capable of supporting current or future commercially viable agriculture.
The Agriculture Commission supported the Committee recommendations to include language
stating that farming is strongly encouraged and to require that the property be managed under a
Farm Management Plan that would maintain its suitability for agriculture.

Keeping FPP Property Affordable for Farming
One of the main factors affecting property value is the value of the improvements and the
Committee discussed limiting improvement value as a means of keeping cost of property down.
As was previously noted, several Committee members expressed concern that very large houses
were beginning to appear in the APDs. They felt that these large residences were inconsistent
with the rural character of APDs and they were concerned that the value of these improvements is
so high that the property on which they are located is no longer affordable for farming. The
suggestion was made that, as a means of keeping preserved properties affordable, perhaps the
covenants should restrict dwelling units to a size that is consistent with other dwelling units in the
APD. It was suggested that a reasonable restriction would be a size limit of 150 percent of the
median size of dwelling units in all of the APDs. Based on the Assessor’s data, the median size
(total living space square footage) of dwelling units in all of the APDs is currently 1,970 sq. ft.;
150 percent of this area is 2,955 sq. ft.

In addition to keeping preserved farmlands affordable, Committee members who supported this
suggestion argued that this including restriction would allow the property owner to receive
additional compensation for their development rights. They also argued that limiting the size of
dwelling units may help to ensure that sufficient non-tillable surface allowance (the covenants
restrict non-tillable surfaces to 5 percent of the property area) would be available for agricultural
buildings and surfaces.

The Committee also discussed the drawbacks of limiting dwelling size to keep properties
affordable. Putting an additional restriction on the property would increase the cost to the county
of purchasing development rights. Limiting the size of residences in order to keep properties
affordable for farming assumes that only farmers purchase affordable properties; it also makes the
assumption that farmers don’t want or need large houses. The opinion was also expressed that it
can be beneficial to allow a variety of house sizes and lifestyles as this can result in greater
diversity of farmers and farming operations. Additionally, limiting the size of residences on
preserved farmlands could be the first step towards limiting the size of residences on all
properties within the APDs.

In light of these arguments, the Agriculture Commission recommended that limiting house size
should not be required, but instead, that it be included as an option. The Commission also
recommended that, on properties which are currently undeveloped, the Grantor be given the
option of reserving the right to have no dwelling units. This would allow a Grantor who did not
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need a residence to receive additional compensation for his development rights and, because the
property could not be used for residential purposes, would help to keep the property value down.

The Regulatory and Land Use Committee kept the Agriculture Commission informed of their
proceedings and as the Committee developed its recommendations, they were passed on to the
full commission for their review. At the September 11, 2008 meeting the Agriculture
Commission approved a motion recommending the adoption of the new agricultural conservation
easement.

The new FPP easement, now called the King County Agricultural Conservation Easement: Deed
and Agreement Relating to Development Rights was approved for use by the King County
Council on October 5, 2009 (Ordinance 16676). It includes the recommendations of the
Agriculture Commission and meets the requirement that are imposed by the use funds generated
by the 1979 Farmlands and Open Space Bond Initiative, as well as funding from the federal Farm
and Ranch Lands Preservation Program and the State Farmland Preservation Program. The new
easement will be used for new development rights acquisitions and as an amendment to the
existing easement (Deed and Agreement) on properties currently enrolled in the FPP, if all parties
agree to the amendment.

History of the Farmland Preservation Program

I. The Bond Initiative
The FPP originated in 1974 when a study on regional agriculture by the Puget Sound Council of
Governments documented that urbanization of prime farmland was approaching 3,000 acres per
year in King County. Although the county encompasses over 1.4 million acres, only about
100,000 acres have the soil characteristics necessary to be considered prime farmland.
Between1945 and 1974 the acreage of land in farms decreased to less than 58,000 acres and the
number of farms in the county declined from almost 6,500 to less that 1,400. The study also
found that agriculture was often considered to be an “interim” land use that could be displaced as
soon as other uses became available.

King County has long recognized the importance of agriculture as part of the county’s economic
and social community. The King County Comprehensive Plan, adopted in 1964, identified
certain land areas for continuation in agriculture and stated as a goal the “protection of certain
agricultural, flood-plain, forest and mineral resource areas from urban type development.” In
1972 this goal was reinforced with adoption of Ordinance No. 1096 which established a policy
that “Class II and III soils having agricultural potential and other classified or unclassified land
presently being farmed shall be reserved for current and anticipated needs.”

The Puget Sound Council of Governments report that defined and evaluated agriculture in the
Central Puget Sound Region was released in the summer of 1974. The report concluded that
maintaining agriculture in an urbanizing area would require both the preservation of prime
agricultural land and the promotion of the agricultural use of that land. The adoption of
Ordinance No. 1839 implemented the concept of withholding agricultural lands from
development to protect their agricultural capability. Unfortunately, this ordinance did not provide
sufficient protection and the erosion of the county’s agricultural land base continued. Finally, in
December 1975, the County Council adopted a one-year moratorium on further development of
farm land until the problem could be studied and a more comprehensive action program initiated.

Ordinance 3064, which was passed by the King County Council in January, 1977, designated
eight Agricultural Production Districts and established policies to ensure that as development
occurred, the agricultural potential of the Districts would not be adversely affected. The
ordinance also designated Agricultural Lands of County Significance and included zoning
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policies to ensure that parcels within this designation remained large enough to support
commercial agriculture.

In addition to designating agricultural areas, Ordinance 3064 directed the Executive to conduct an
analysis of agricultural lands programs and to develop implementation proposals for such
programs. A report issued in October, 1977 by the County’s Office of Agriculture analyzed
factors affecting agricultural economic activity. The report concluded that a combination of land
and support programs was necessary to provide a comprehensive approach that would adequately
protect and encourage agriculture in the county.

In September, 1978 the County Council passed two ordinances addressing the acquisition of
farmland development rights. Ordinance 3871 authorized submitting a $35 million bond
initiative to the voters for the purpose of providing funds for the acquisition of interests in farm
and open space land. Ordinance 3872 authorized the use of the bond proceeds to purchase
development rights on 10,000 acres as a means of preserving farm and open space lands.

This bond initiative was placed on the November, 1978 ballot and the election recorded 177,984
“yes” votes to 119,912 “no” votes. However, this was 754 votes short of the 60 percent majority
necessary for approval of the initiative.

After the election, the County Executive and the Chair of the King County Council convened a
citizens’ study committee to review the 1978 ballot measure and develop a recommendation on
the best way to preserve farm and open space lands. In May, 1979 the citizens’ study committee
recommended that a $50 million bond initiative be presented to the voters in the next primary
election. Passage of this initiative would enable the purchase of development rights on 13,500
acres of agricultural land in the Snoqualmie, Sammamish and Green River valleys, on the
Enumclaw Plateau and on Vashon Island.

In June, 1979, the County Council approved Ordinance 4341 which called for an election to
authorize issuing bonds, the proceeds of which would be used to acquire development rights on
suitable farmlands. Ordinance 4341 also outlined the criteria for evaluating lands for
development rights acquisition and established a citizen selection committee to advise the
Council on suitable properties.

The County Council decided to put the new bond initiative before the voters in the September,
1979 primary election. The ballot received the required 60 percent “yes” vote, but the number of
votes cast fell short of the number necessary (40 percent of the number voting in the last general
election) to validate the bond initiative.

The Farmlands and Open Space Bond Initiative was put back on the ballot for the November 6,
1979 general election. The third time was a charm, as 63.6 percent of the voters approved the
initiative and the voter turnout was sufficient to validate the election.

II. Implementation of the Farmland Preservation Program
Implementation of the FPP and the purchase of farmland development rights was delayed by a
1980 State Supreme Court ruling that said the bonds King County issued were limited by the 8
percent interest rate on 30-year municipal bonds that was in effect at the time of the 1979
election. Since the interest rate for AA municipal bonds was close to 12 percent in the early
1980s, the county could not sell any 30-year bonds at the original rate of 8 percent. The bonds
that the voters approved in 1979 were to be available for only six years and there was concern
that the bond rate may not drop back to 8 percent within this timeframe. In 1982, with just 3 ½
years remaining before the authority to sell bonds expired, the County Executive appointed a
citizens’ task force to examine financial alternatives and present recommendations on the best
means of implementing the FPP.
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The citizens’ task force made several recommendations, one of which was to authorize the
immediate issuance of at least $10 million in Councilmanic bonds. This recommendation was
adopted and although it resulted in a second lawsuit, the county was able to sell $15 million in
Councilmanic bonds. In 1984, funds generated by these bonds were used to purchase
development rights on 2,100 acres of farmland in the Sammamish and Green River Valleys and
on Vashon Island.

The State Supreme Court made another ruling in 1985, allowing the county to use short-term
bonds and to average interest rates, to meet the 8 percent limitation. This ruling allowed the
county to issue bonds for the remaining $35 million so that the FPP was fully funded. Funds
from these bonds were used to purchase development rights on farmlands in the Snoqualmie
Valley and on the Enumclaw Plateau. The county continued to purchase development rights for
the next two years and by 1987, 187 properties totaling 12,658 acres were enrolled in the FPP.

The FPP was audited in 1988 by the County’s Office of Internal Audit. The audit recommended
that a monitoring program was necessary to ensure the effective preservation of program
properties and to ensure the viability of local agriculture. The audit also recommended that
preserved properties be identified to staff who review permit and subdivision applications, that
information on the condition of the preserved properties be completed, that identified covenant
violations be resolved, and the implementation of formalized investment policies and procedures
to maximize financial resources for future programs.

Due to a lack of funding for staff for staff time, only the recommendation regarding investment
policies and procedures was implemented promptly. The FPP was audited a second time in 1991
and the Auditor again recommended that a formal monitoring program be initiated. The audit
also recommended that organization responsibility be fixed for commenting on land use proposals
and the Comprehensive Plan, as to their impact on agricultural activities in the county. The audit
also recommended that the county consider the feasibility of including certain elements of
agricultural marketing/economic support with the agriculture program of the county. The
implementation of the last two recommendations is discussed in other sections of this report.

The 1991 audit resulted in the creation of a “Property Rights Specialist” position having the
duties of property monitoring, updating and maintaining records, resolving covenant violations
and ensuring that permitting staff had access to information regarding the preserved properties.
Funding for this position was included in the county’s 1992 budget and a Property Rights
Specialist began working in July, 1992. Since then the scope of the position has changed to
include the other activities described in the “Program Description” section of this report. In
recent years, a part-time position has been added to assist with monitoring and record-keeping. It
is strongly recommended that this additional staffing be continued as these activities are crucial to
the continued success of the FPP.

Department of Natural Resources and Parks
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Sno Valley Tilth statement on the Future of Agriculture 

 
Sno-Valley Tilth Public Testimony on “The Future of Farming in King 
County.”  March 12, 2009 

[Two notes about Sno-Valley’s Tilth’s testimony:  
a. For the sake of readability, we have written this testimony using first-person plural; when 

we say “we,” we refer to the Board of Directors of Sno-Valley Tilth that has approved 
this statement. 

b. Our testimony applies only to agriculture as it occurs in designated “Agricultural 
Production Districts,” or APDs.  This is because in creating the APDs, legislative bodies 
have provided some very specific guidelines about what APDs should be; in areas outside 
the APDs, we do not see that degree of clear, legislative direction.] 

 
We would like to focus our comments concerning the “future of agriculture” on two questions 
that emerged from public testimony before the King County Council last summer.  The first of 
these questions stems from contradictory public testimony about what agriculture in King County 
is.  The second question relates to conditions that should apply to the granting of permits for new 
agricultural structures in our Agricultural Production District floodways. 

1. In the future, what should be considered as “agricultural practices” on King County lands 
designated as Agricultural Production Districts (or APDs)? 

To clarify the future of agriculture in King County’s APDs, we believe that Council should 
establish a working definition of what activities should be considered agricultural.   We hear a 
great deal about “preserving agriculture,” “enhancing agriculture,” and “supporting agriculture.”  
But how can we speak responsibly about the future of agriculture unless we know what we mean 
by the word “agriculture”?   We believe that such a definition is clearly operative in existing State 
laws and County codes.  But confusion still exists, and we urge the Agricultural Commission to 
recommend to Council that it adopt a clear and explicit definition of agriculture in our designated 
APDs.   
 
Our recommendation for the specific language of this definition is this:  “agriculture is either (1) 
the commercial production of food and forage products which are grown for the end-use of 
human consumption, or (2) the commercial production of fiber products.” 
Based on this definition, the litmus test as to whether a proposed land-use, in designated King 
County APDs, is “agricultural or not” would be this: “does this activity generate a product that is 
being grown commercially (directly or indirectly) for human consumption, or that is grown as a 
commercial fiber product?”  If such a product can be identified, the proposed land-use should be 
considered agricultural; if such a product cannot be identified, this use should not be considered 
agriculture.    
 
In support of our vision of the future of farming in King County APDs, we would like to 
reference the recently published Future of Farming in Washington report.  This document, with 
one exception, does not specify any activity deemed “agricultural” that does not meet the criteria 
of our proposed definition.  The one exception is the inclusion of “fuel” as an end-use.   Beyond 
biofuels, every reference to agricultural production in this nearly 100 page document is a 
reference to land-use activities that fall within our proposed definition of agriculture.   
This research project was a year-long, well-funded, study, which, of course, was aided by our 
own Agricultural Commission.   Clearly we don’t have to determine that the “Future of Farming 
in King County” is exactly the same as the “Future of Farming in Washington State.”   But in 
recognizing that our proposed recommendation for a definition of agriculture so closely coincides 
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with the operative definition of the state-wide study, we see strong validation of the relevance and 
appropriateness of our proposed definition. 
 
Of more significance are the reasons for the similarity between our proposed definition and the 
report of the “Future of Farming in Washington State.”  Certainly this definition is reflective of 
the common understanding of what agriculture is.  More importantly, however, is that this 
understanding is supported by clear, abundant, and compelling documentation within Federal, 
State, and King County Codes, as well as many public ancillary statements and pronouncements.  
We won’t take time to cite the relevant codes, but we have had an attorney collate some of these 
documents which we are submitting today to the commission as a written addendum to our public 
testimony. 
 
At the present time, land uses such as gun ranges, sports fields, equestrian facilities, golf courses, 
dog kennels (etc.) exist on land designated for agricultural production.   Although we do not 
believe these kinds of land-uses are agricultural, we see these existing facilities to continue on 
both now and in the future.  But we also believe that as we look to the future of agriculture in 
King County, new endeavors on lands that have been designated specifically for agricultural 
production should be land-uses that result in the commercial production of agricultural products. 
 

2. What conditions should be applied to new agricultural structures in the APD floodways? 

Last summer when the recommendations of the Snoqualmie Valley Flooding and Farming Task 
Force were presented to Council for approval, we objected to one of the sixteen 
recommendations—the one that allowed new agricultural accessory structures in the APD 
floodways. 
 
It will be remembered that the Snoqualmie Valley Flooding and Farming Task Force was initiated 
by Councilmember Kathy Lambert at the request of members of SVT.  It was SVT 
representatives to this Task Force that introduced and argued persuasively that new accessory, 
agricultural structures should be allowed in the floodways.  So it was extremely difficult and, 
frankly, awkward, for us to end up having to repeatedly speak in opposition to the ordinance we 
initiated, we had argued strongly in favor of, and that we wanted so badly. 
 
The reason for our opposition to this ordinance was that we feared (and still fear) that without a 
clear and operative definition of “agriculture,” new buildings in the future could be constructed to 
support non-agricultural activities in the floodways of the APDs.   
 
We are thankful that Council responded to our concerns last summer by amending the legislation 
regarding those structures to a limit of 5000 square feet in size.  We are even more thankful that 
Council has asked the Agricultural Commission to try to sort out these issues, and that the 
commission has established the process we’re involved in today to find ways to address our 
concerns. 
 
Our recommendation to the Agricultural Commission regarding new agricultural accessory 
buildings in the APD floodways is this:  First, we ask the Agricultural Commission to 
recommend that Council adopt our proposed definition of agriculture in the APDs of King 
County.  Second, we ask that, predicated on that definition, the Agricultural Commission 
recommend further that Council amend the ordinance allowing these structures by adding these 
words:  “the use of all new agricultural accessory structures in the floodways of the APDs be 
shall be for agricultural purposes.”   
 
If for some reason Council does not adopt a definition of agriculture along the lines of our 
proposal, that is, if we fall short of a definition of agriculture that states something consistent with 
“agriculture is either (1) the commercial production of food and forage products which are grown 
for the end-use of human consumption, or (2) the commercial production of fiber products,” then 
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we would strongly urge the Agricultural Commission to recommend to Council that it extend the 
5000 square foot limit on the size of future agricultural accessory structures in the floodways of 
the APDs that now expires on January 1, 2010 to January 1, 2012. 
 
This is not a recommendation we make lightly.  Farmers desperately need accessory agricultural 
buildings.  But we are neither desperate enough nor short-sighted enough to recommend that 
agricultural accessory buildings be constructed in our APDs that could serve what we, and most 
others, believe to be non-agricultural purposes.   
 
It is these non-agricultural land-uses that drive the cost of land up; they have historically 
displaced existing farming operations, and have inflated land values to the level that land 
becomes unaffordable for farming. We do not want to have any part in making this happen, and 
we are willing to scale back our farming operations by imposing this size limit on our own 
accessory structures, if that is what it takes to prevent new non-agricultural structures from being 
constructed on APD floodway land. 
 
Conclusion 
In conclusion, we want to point out that our understanding of what agriculture should be in the 
future is not only supported by common understanding, laws and codes at all levels of 
government, findings of the Future of Farming in Washington research project, the only local 
agricultural organization in King County, and the vast majority of the residents of this County, 
but we believe it is also the one and only understanding of “Agricultural Production Districts” 
that is coherent.   
 
What we mean is this:  The land in our APDs has been designated to be preserved for agriculture.  
In naming these lands “Agricultural Production Districts” legislators have, by the very choice of 
this specific name, said these districts are established for the purpose of “agricultural 
production”—the name says what it is, and what it’s for.   But if we grant agricultural production, 
then there must be agricultural products.   
 
Each of the non-agricultural uses of land we mentioned earlier—sports fields, dog kennels, horse 
facilities, golf courses, shooting ranges, etc.—have this in common:  none of them produce an 
“agricultural product.”  What agricultural product could possibly be named in any of these 
worthy, but non-agricultural, endeavors?  On the other hand, each of the agricultural uses that fall 
within our proposed definition of agriculture does have a nameable, agricultural product.  Our 
question is, “how does one make sense of having an ‘Agricultural Production District’ if it 
doesn’t mean that this area is a ‘district’ in which there is ‘agricultural production’?”   
 
It seems to us that we should either dissolve the APDs, or let them be what they were designed 
and named to be—places that commercially produce agricultural products.  What we should not 
do is alter the unquestionable intent of the legislators who established our APDs. 
We want to conclude our testimony by reiterating that our proposal regarding an operative 
definition of agriculture has no bearing on endeavors that now occur in designated APDs—
whether they are agricultural or not.   Our proposal is most certainly not a suggestion about 
closing down any existing activities in our APDs, now or ever.   Our recommendations look to the 
“future of agriculture,” which is what the Agricultural Commission has enjoined us to do. 
We also want to emphasize that our recommendations regarding agricultural accessory buildings 
are only relevant to lands within those areas of designated APDs that are also designated as 
FEMA “floodways.”  Our recommendation regarding agricultural accessory buildings has no 
bearing, for example, in the majority of the Enumclaw APD, which lies outside the FEMA 
floodway, nor has it any bearing in other APD lands that are not in the FEMA floodway. 
 
Summery of actions requested by SVT 

We are asking that the Agriculture Commission recommend: 
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1. That Council adopt a working definition of agriculture that uses (or is consistent 
with) the following language:   “agriculture is either (1) the commercial production of 
food and forage products which are grown for the end-use of human consumption, or 
(2) the commercial production of fiber products.” 
 

2. That assuming Council adopts a definition of agriculture consistent with our 
proposal, Council should also amend the current ordinance allowing agricultural 
accessory structures in the FEMA floodways of APDs to say “the use of all new 
agricultural accessory structures in the floodways of the APDs shall be for 
agricultural purposes.”    

 
3. That in the absence of a working definition of agriculture similar or consistent with 

#1 above, Council amend the current ordinance allowing agricultural accessory 
structures in the FEMA floodways of the APDs to extend the 5000 square foot limit 
on agricultural accessory structures in the floodways of APDs for two more years, 
until January 1 of 2012.  

 
 

Defining of Agriculture in King County – Snoqualmie Valley Tilth 
 
1. Goals 

• Snoqualmie Valley Tilth requests that the King County Council define agriculture as 
the production or food, forage, or fiber for end-use human consumption.  

• Snoqualmie Valley Tilth requests that the King County Council ensure that 
“agricultural accessory structures” are only permitted when the structure is directly 
related to the production of food, forage, or fiber for end-use human consumption.  
 

2. Synopsis 
 

• Washington State and King County law imply that agriculture is defined as the 
production or food, forage, or fiber for end-use human consumption.  

• Because this definition is only implied, it is subject to interpretation by state and 
county agencies. Snoqualmie Valley Tilth believes that state and county agencies 
currently include many non-agricultural uses in their interpretation of agriculture in 
contravention of the intent of laws and regulations such as the Growth Management 
Act and the 2006 King County Comprehensive Plan.  

• It is the position of Snoqualmie Valley Tilth that agriculture in King County should 
be specifically defined as the production of food, forage, or fiber for end-use human 
consumption.  

• By creating a specific legal definition of agriculture, the County will help achieve the 
goals of past legislation, including the 2006 Comprehensive Plan, by specifically 
limiting new construction in the Agriculture Production Districts to structures 
specifically intended to assist in agriculture production.  

 
3. Why is it important to define agriculture? 
 

Late in 2008, the Washington State Department of Revenue passed an emergency rule 
intended to address discrepancies in its assessment of what qualifies as “farm and agricultural 
use” land. WAC 458-30-200. Specific to this question was whether hobby equestrian operations 
qualify as an agricultural use. The Department of Revenue concluded that because hay sold off 
the farm is an agricultural product, equestrian operations that board and pasture horses are 
selling an agricultural product, per RCW 84.34.020(2), i.e. living grass. Horse farms that either 
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do not board horses or do not pasture boarded horses do not qualify.1 This interpretation by the 
Department of Revenue seems to comport with State laws regulating agriculture. However, the 
effect of such an interpretation may prove disastrous to food production in the Agricultural 
Production Districts. It also goes against the clear legislative intent of the state Growth 
Management Act as well as the King County Comprehensive Plan. 
 
What worries Snoqualmie Valley Tilth is that code changes enacted to help farmers and 
encourage farming in King County will have the unintended consequence of creating loopholes 
that will lead to the construction of non-farming related structures and homes. In the opinion of 
Snoqualmie Valley Tilth, the most effective way to ensure that APDs like the Snoqualmie 
Valley maintain their agricultural character is to create a strict legal definition of agriculture. In 
this way, the County can be sure that all laws and codes enacted to promote farming will have 
the intended effect. 
 
Currently, there is no legal definition of “agriculture” in King County or in the State of 
Washington. Legislative vagueness often results in unintended consequences and improper or 
inconsistent enforcement of the law. A brief tour of the Snoqualmie Valley Agricultural 
Production District will reveal that the incredibly rich, prime agricultural soil of the valley is 
being put to a variety of uses that are neither agricultural nor production. There are two golf 
courses, dozens of equestrian operations, shooting clubs, and sports fields. Snoqualmie Valley 
Tilth is not asking the County to retroactively prohibit these current uses. However, if the 
County is serious about ensuring that agricultural production occurs in the Agricultural 
Production District, more safeguards are required to ensure that these rich resource lands are put 
to their most productive use.  

 
Permitting non-farming uses in agricultural production districts, ultimately, has the effect of 
driving farmers out of the APDs. See e.g. KCC 26.04.010(E) and (F). See also Van Buren v. 
Miller , 22 Wn. App. 836, 837, 592 P.2d 671 (1979) (“The purpose of chapter 84.34 RCW is to 
encourage owners to retain their land for farm use and to resist the trend to sell agricultural land 
for urban subdivision.”) It is the opinion of Snoqualmie Valley Tilth that a clear definition of 
agriculture should ensure that all new construction in the APD is strictly limited to structures 
that are directly related the production of agricultural products. To allow structures intended for 
purposes other than agricultural production in the Agricultural Production District will have the 
effect of driving agricultural production out of the APD entirely, replacing it with equestrian 
estates and other non-farm related uses.  

 

4. The political environment today supports a strict definition of agriculture 
 

It is the expressly stated policy of the state of Washington and King County to protect, preserve 
and enhance agricultural and open space lands. This policy is clearly spelled out in laws and 
ordinances such as the King County comprehensive plan of 1964, as amended by Ordinance 
1096, establishing open space policies in King County; RCW Chapter 84.34 and Ordinance 2537, 
authorizing current use taxation of agricultural and open space land; Chapter 84 Laws of 1979 
limiting and deferring road and utility assessments on farm land and open space land; Ordinance 
3064, as amended, establishing King County's agricultural lands policy and county and city 
ordinances regulating land use by zoning; and the 2006 King County Comprehensive Plan. As the 
County Council wrote in its 2006 King County Comprehensive Plan:  

 

“with the county’s emphasis on preserving agricultural and 

                                                 
1
 See 

http://dor.wa.gov/Content/GetAFormOrPublication/PublicationBySubject/TaxTopics/WAC458RuleChange

.aspx (last visited March 10, 2009). 
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forestry lands within the Agricultural and Forest Productions 
Districts, the development of large equestrian facilities of a size 
and scale that would be incompatible with agricultural and 
forestry practices within these districts should be discouraged.”  

2006 King County Comprehensive Plan Ch. 3 pg. 13.  

 

These State and County laws reflect the growing demand in the region for healthy, non-toxic, 
locally produced food. For instance, KCC 26.04.010(C), “Acquisition of Interests”, lists 
protection of farmland used for growing food as its primary purpose in its declaration of intent.  
 

Unfortunately, there are not enough farms in the area to meet current demand. The good news is 
that, as a result of effective open-space preservation programs, there is a good deal of potentially 
farmable land in the County. Likewise, due to an increasing interest in low-impact, non-toxic 
farming, there is also a surplus of potential farmers who, given the opportunity, could help meet 
our burgeoning regional demand for locally produced food. Unfortunately, much of the potential 
farmland in our County is un-farmable because current zoning laws and building codes prohibit 
or inhibit the construction of farming necessities such as barns, worker housing, accessory 
buildings, and wells.  

 
5. There is an implied legal definition of agriculture in Washington State 
 
The Merriam-Webster Dictionary defines “agriculture” as: “the science, art, or practice of 
cultivating the soil, producing crops, and raising livestock and in varying degrees the preparation 
and marketing of the resulting products.” While there is no specific legal definition of agriculture 
at either the county or state level, state and county laws regulating farming reflect this dictionary 
definition. Viewed as a whole, state and county laws regulating agriculture are clearly based on 
the premise that producing and selling agricultural products are what constitutes agriculture. That 
is to say, “agriculture” is composed of two specific elements – (1) raising a crop, animal, or 
product derived thereof and (2) selling that crop, animal, or product.  
 
For instance, under RCW 82.04.213(1), an “agricultural product” is defined, in relevant part, as 
“any product of plant cultivation or animal husbandry.” RCW 82.04.213(2) goes on to define 
“farmer” as “any person engaged in the business of growing, raising, or producing… any 
agricultural product to be sold. King County code 12.87.040 mirrors this State law, defining 
"commercial agriculture" as the production of livestock or agricultural commodities on 
agricultural lands and the offering of the livestock and agricultural commodities for sale. Under 
RCW 7.48.310(1), the “Right-to-Farm law,” an "agricultural activity" is "a condition or activity 
which occurs on a farm in connection with the commercial production of farm products." 
 
Likewise, RCW 84.34.020(2) “Farm and Agricultural Land” defines “agricultural land” as land 
that is “devoted primarily to the production of livestock or agricultural commodities for 
commercial purposes.” King County Code 21A.04.030,  “Agricultural Zone”, also closely mirrors 
the state definition of agricultural land. KCC 21A.04.030(2) permits “uses related to agricultural 
production” and “limit(s) nonagricultural uses to those compatible with farming or requiring 
close proximity for the support of agriculture.”  
 
The Growth Management Act also defines agricultural land. The GMA defines agricultural land 
as "land primarily devoted to the commercial production of horticultural, viticultural, 
floricultural, dairy, apiary, vegetable, or animal products or of berries, grain, hay, straw, turf, 
seed, Christmas trees . . . or livestock, and that has long-term commercial significance for 
agricultural production." RCW 36.70A.030(2). Under the GMA, the legislature established that 
agricultural lands are those which (1) are "primarily devoted to" commercial agricultural 
production and (2) have "long-term commercial significance" for such production. RCW 
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36.70A.030 (2). The Supreme Court addressed the meaning of the term "primarily devoted to" in 
City of Redmond v. Central Puget Sound Growth Management Hearings Board, 136 Wn.2d 38, 
959 P.2d 1091 (1998), a case in which landowners challenged designation of their land as 
agricultural. In that case, the court held that land is primarily "devoted to" commercial 
agricultural production "if it is in an area where the land is actually used or capable of being used 
for agricultural production." Id. at 53. The court went on to say that that a landowner's intended 
use of the land is irrelevant. Id. What this means is that the characteristics of the land, i.e. soil 
quality, location, topography, etc., are most important in determining its appropriate uses.  
 
In Lewis County v. W. Wash. Growth Mgmt. Hearings Bd. 502�157 Wn. 2d. 488 (2006), the 
Supreme Court addressed the meaning of the term “long-term commercial significance.” In that 
case, the Court held that “agricultural land is land: (a) not already characterized by urban growth 
(b) that is primarily devoted to the commercial production of agricultural products enumerated in 
RCW 36.70A.030(2), including land in areas used or capable of being used for production based 
on land characteristics, and (c) that has long-term commercial significance for agricultural 
production, as indicated by soil, growing capacity, productivity, and whether it is near population 
areas or vulnerable to more intense uses. Id. at 497.  
 
The product-based definition of agriculture suggested by the complex web of state and county 
laws is also reflected in federal law. The Fair Labor Standards Act defines agriculture in this way. 
The FLSA provides in pertinent part: "Agriculture" includes farming in all its branches and 
among other things includes the cultivation and tillage of the soil, dairying, and production, 
cultivation, growing and harvesting of any agricultural or horticultural commodities ... and any 
practices ... performed by a farmer or on a farm as an incident to or in conjunction with such 
farming operations… 29 U.S.C. Sec. 203(f). 
 
6. Conclusion 
 
Local and sustainable farming today is hailed as the solution to many of today’s environmental, 
health, and sociological problems. Yet it is also under threat from many sides – development, 
land use laws, flooding, climate change. Foremost is reality that farm income is not necessarily 
sufficient to carry the mortgage on prime agricultural land when demand for farmland increases 
among those who earn more money than farmers. Many state and local statutes and codes have 
addressed this issue by both increasing farm income through incentive programs and by reducing 
demand for prime agricultural land through zoning restrictions. The creation of the Snoqualmie 
Valley Agricultural Production District is one such zoning change enacted for the purpose of 
preserving farmland.  
 
King County is devoting a good deal of energy to preserving farmland in Snoqualmie Valley 
Agricultural Production District in particular and promoting local and sustainable farming. 
Snoqualmie Valley Tilth shares this goal. Unfortunately, it is the opinion of Snoqualmie Valley 
Tilth that certain vagaries in the code as it exists may have the unintended consequence of 
encouraging non-farming land use in the Agricultural Production District and pushing out those 
who are engaging in actual agricultural production.   
 
Specifically, the County Council has recently passed a code change allowing for 5000 square-foot 
“agricultural accessory buildings.” Snoqualmie Valley Tilth worries that, in light of a recent 
Department of Revenue decision interpreting pasturing horses as agriculture, the Council’s recent 
code change will allow landowners in the APD to build non-farming related structures and 
thereby raise demand for land in the APD among people who will not farm. For this reason, the 
Snoqualmie Valley Tilth encourages the King County Council to enact legislation that defines 
agriculture such that all future legislation intended to promote agriculture in the APD has the 
intended effect. To that end, Snoqualmie Valley Tilth suggests that agriculture be defined as the 
production or food, forage, or fiber for end-use human consumption 
 





Appendix L. 
King	County	Agriculture	Programs





 

1 Appendix L  2009 FARMS REPORT  

  2009 FARMS Report 
Appendix  L

 
King County Agriculture Program 

 
•Livestock Program  – This program supports the raising and keeping of livestock in 
the  county in an environmentally sound manner. Provides technical assistance on 
compliance with the county’s Livestock Management Ordinance: manure management, 
stream and wetland setbacks; livestock densities, and clean water diversion.  The 
Livestock Program includes cost-share assistance for implementing best management 
practices with a farm management plan.   
 
•Agricultural Drainage Assistance Program (ADAP)  – ADAP provides technical and 
financial assistance to farmers to help them maintain agricultural watercourses to 
improve drainage of fields while preserving water quality and avoiding harmful effects to 
fish.   
 
•Farmland Preservation Program (FPP) –The FPP began in 1979 when voters 
approved a $50 million bond initiative which has permanently protected over 13,000 
acres of prime county farmlands. Property owners voluntarily sell development rights 
and agree to covenants that restrict their land use to agriculture or open space and that 
limit housing density. The county holds the development rights in trust on behalf of the 
citizens. The program monitors compliance with the covenants, reviews permits and 
other proposed activities, and continues to secure grant funding to add to the acreage 
protected.   
 
•Agriculture Commission  – The Agriculture Program provides assistance to the 
Agriculture Commission, which advises county staff, the Council and Executive on 
topics related to agriculture.  The Agriculture Program staff members plan and organize 
meetings, identify and research issues, and assist the commission in communicating 
their decisions and implementing their annual work program. 
 
•Agriculture Permit Team  – The Department of Development and Environmental 
Services (DDES) sponsors an inter-departmental, interagency team that reviews county 
code and policy as it affects farmers.  In addition to DDES, the team includes Public 
Health, the Agriculture Program, and the King Conservation District.  The team 
addresses individual permit and code enforcement cases and makes recommendation 
for improvements in the permitting process and regulations so that they are more 
agriculture-friendly.   
 
•Puget Sound Fresh  – King County initiated Puget Sound Fresh in 1997 to encourage 
consumers and businesses to purchase products grown in the 12 counties that touch 
Puget Sound. The county has since transferred the program to Cascade Harvest 
Coalition.  Agriculture Program staff continue to manage the website and participate in 
the program’s marketing activities. King County is the primary financial supporter of the 
program.   
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•Farmers Market Support  – Staff consult with groups starting new farmers markets, 
work with market managers on best practices, management issues, business 
operations, and Health Department coordination, and identify opportunities to work 
together (such as cooperative marketing efforts).   
 
•Economic Development  – The Agriculture Program staff participate in a number of 
groups that support the economic viability of farming through the development of 
farming infrastructure, improving access to markets, providing education to farmers, and 
helping new farmers get started.  
 
•Farmbudsman Activities  – Staff provide direct assistance to farmers on land use, 
building, fire, road, and health code issues, on technical permit questions; on flood 
recovery, poor drainage, debris slides, impacts from neighboring businesses and 
residents, requests for conservation easements, etc.  Staff work with other agencies to 
implement balanced solutions for farmers to meet codes and resolve enforcement 
cases.   
 
• Land Use Policy –  Staff participate in the County’s Comprehensive planning to 
ensure that Agricultural land use is protected.  Activities include reviewing development 
proposals, easements, and condemnations related to the designated Agricultural 
Production Districts and the FPP and encouraging appropriate action.  Staff negotiate 
resolution of the many controversies between agriculture and other mandates; such as 
fish, floods, transportation, wetland mitigation, value added infrastructure, direct 
marketing, and health regulations.   
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Department of Natural Resources and Parks 
Water and Land Resources Division 
201 S. Jackson Street, Suite 600 
Seattle, WA 98104 
 
 
Kathy Creahan 
Kathy.creahan@kingcounty.gov 
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The King County  Agriculture 
Commission has been asked to 
report on the future of agriculture 
in the county. In order to do this 
we need your help. 

We invite your opinions and ideas:

• Attend any of the meetings listed 
on the other side.

• Give us your input online at 
www.kingcounty.gov/wlr.

• Contact Steve Evans at 
steve.evans@kingcounty.gov.

What do you grow or raise? 

How is your farm operation 
changing?

What kinds of resources or 
services do you need to be a 
successful farmer in the future?

What are the trends you think 
are important to your operation 
and your industry?

What are your plans for your 
farm property in the future?   
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Jan. 8,  2009   7 p.m. – 9 p.m.
Carol Edwards Center, 
Madrona Room
17401 - 133rd Ave NE,  Woodinville

Jan. 22, 2009   7 p.m. – 9 p.m.   
Carnation Elementary 
Multi Purpose Room
4950 Tolt Ave, Carnation

For questions contact
Steve Evans
206-296-7824
steve.evans@kingcounty.gov

PRESORTED STD
U.S. POSTAGE

PAID
SEATTLE, WA

PERMIT NO. 6013

Department of
Natural Resources and Parks
Water and Land Resources Division
201 S. Jackson Street, Suite 600
Seattle, WA  98104

Feb. 12, 2009   7 p.m. – 9 p.m.   
Auburn City Hall Council 
Chambers (1st floor)
25 West Main St,  Auburn

Mar. 12, 2009   7 p.m. – 9 p.m.   
Enumclaw High School - Commons
226 Semanski St S, Enumclaw

If you would like to offer your ideas 
online, please visit 

www.kingcounty.gov/wlr

Alternative formats available. 
Please call 206-296-6519 
or TTY: 711
0810farmsPCARD.indd   wgab
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Regulations 

 
Accomplishments 
 
Since its inception, the Agriculture Commission has advised King County on regulatory issues 
that affect commercial agriculture.  The county has made significant progress on addressing many 
of the issues raised by the commission and other members of the agricultural community.  As a 
result of this work, commercial agriculture has benefited from many regulatory changes, 
including:  

• The Livestock Management Ordinance 
• Allowing agricultural ditches to be maintained without a county grading permit 
• Allowing wineries on Agricultural-zoned properties 
• Flexibility in reducing critical areas buffers for agricultural developments 
• Additional opportunities for on-site sales, processing, and storage of agricultural products 
• Demonstration Ordinance to allow farm pads 
• Allowing agricultural accessory structures in the floodway. 

 
In addition to regulatory changes, the county has offered cost-share incentives and technical 
assistance for implementation of farm plan Best Management Practices and meeting the 
regulatory requirements for drainage maintenance and farm pad construction.  Recognizing that 
permit fees were a challenge to many farmers, the county capped the cost of clearing and grading 
and land use permits for farmers and reduced the lower hourly permit fee for agricultural 
buildings. 
 
In 2005, the Department of Development and Environmental Services (DDES) took additional 
measures to address the frustrations many rural residents, including farmers, faced in obtaining 
permits or responding to code enforcement complaints.  DDES began to offer two free hours of 
technical assistance at the beginning of each day to respond to inquiries from rural residents about 
zoning, critical area, clearing and grading, and stormwater regulations.  They hired a Rural Permit 
Coordinator to serve as a single point of contact for rural applicants and assigned two ecologists 
from the critical areas staff to provide free technical assistance.  These outreach staff have worked 
closely with King Conservation District (KCD) staff in implementing the flexibility provided in 
the Critical Areas Ordinance for buffer reductions.  This effort has proven successful in helping 
farmers.  One of the ecologist positions has been eliminated in the 2010 budget, but DDES 
continues its efforts to provide assistance to farmers and other rural applicants.  
 
At the end of 2006, with the support of the KCD and the Agricultural Commission, DDES 
convened an Interagency Agricultural Permit Team.  The team was composed of staff from 
DDES, KCD, the Health Department, and the Agriculture Program.  Staff from Rural Economic 
Development and other programs in the Department of Natural Resources and Parks also 
participate.  The Agricultural Permit Team has enabled DDES to work collaboratively with other 
agencies to resolve permitting and enforcement issues. 
 



2 Appendix N 2009 FARMS REPORT 

An important component of the permit team’s work has been getting information out to the 
public.  The Agriculture Commission and the KCD co-sponsored and facilitated permit and flood 
preparation workshops in the Agricultural Production Districts (APDs).  DDES staff held 
workshops for Vashon-Maury Island and equestrian owners.  DDES also published a Technical 
Assistance Bulletin on agricultural permits.  
 
The team continues to discuss regulations and policies that are difficult to implement.  These 
include those regualting development on alluvial fans, fire code requirements for barns, siting of 
farm pads, and enforcement related to horse washing facilities.  Another measure under 
consideration by DDES is the development of an Agricultural Commercial Building permit 
process.  The permit team is also working on the difficult task of integrating state, federal, and 
local permits. 
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Accomplishments of the DDES Agriculture Permit Team

Permit 
Process

Improvement 

Written 
Product 

Education 
and 

Outreach 

Issue 
Identification 
and Analysis 

Code 
Development 

Policy 
Development 

Effective 
Compliance 

FALL 2006  
1.   Drainage 
Review for 
Agricultural 
Permits 

             

2.   CAO/Grading/ 
FEMA Issues for 
Farm Pads 

        

3.   “New 
Agricultural 
Regulations, 
Permit Process 
Changes” -
presentation to 
Enumclaw Forest 
and Foothills 
Recreation 
Association 

            

4.   Types of 
Farm Buildings 
Permitted in 
APDs 

      

2007  
5.   Individual  
Permit resolved 
6.   Meeting with 
Agriculture 
Commission 

    

7.   Individual 
Permit resolved 
8.   “Interagency 
Ag-Training”               
9.   Individual 
permit resolved 
10. “Ag Permit 
Process” 
workshop – 
Carnation 
11. “Ag Permit 
Process” 
workshop – 
Enumclaw 

   

12. Individual 
Compliance 
Action Agreed 
Upon 
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Permit 
Process

Improvement 

Written 
Product 

Education 
and 

Outreach 

Issue 
Identification 
and Analysis 

Code 
Development 

Policy 
Development 

Effective 
Compliance 

13. Meeting with 
KCD, Agriculture 
Commission, 
DDES, WLRD, 
landowners 

             

14. New horse 
operations and 
Farm Plans – 
DDES, KCD, 
Agriculture 
Program 

          

15. Septic Repair 
versus New 
Septic and CAO 
– Health and 
DDES 
16. Permit 
Exemptions for 
Structures 

      

17. Adopt 
Snohomish Co. 6 
interpretation of 
hog fuel in 
floodplain 

      

18. Individual 
TUP Issued 
19. Individual 
Compliance 
Action Resolved 

      

20. 10 Shoreline 
Exemptions 
issued rapidly for 
Farm Pads 

           

21. Individual 
Permit Resolved       
22. Agreement on 
code change for 
Wineries 

      

23. Individual 
Compliance 
Action Resolved. 

      

24. Collation of 
Permit Types and 
Use in APDs 

  

25. Individual 
Compliance 
Solution 
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Permit 
Process

Improvement 

Written 
Product 

Education 
and 

Outreach 

Issue 
Identification 
and Analysis 

Code 
Development 

Policy 
Development 

Effective 
Compliance 

26. Identify issue: 
Ordinance allows 
concept but other 
codes will not 
allow - Health, 
DDES 

        

27. Identify 
Issues/Solutions 
for Task Force   
28. KCD capacity 
on farm plans 
2008  
29. Ag Permits 
Technical 
Assistance
Bulletin

  

30. Interagency 
approval of 
Flood-Farm Task 
Force Report   

  

31. “Horse 
Property 
Workshop” 

    

32. “Permit 
Workshop” for 
Vashon – 
Agriculture 
Program 

    

33. Individual 
Violation: 
Accurate 
information to 
each party 

            

34. Decision on 
Scope of Farm 
Plan Rule  – 
Agriculture 
Program, KCD, 
DDES 

      

35.  Coordinated 
Agreement and 
SEPA for 
Shoreline Master 
Plan Update for 
Farm Pads 

        

36. “Flood 
Preparedness 
Workshop” – 
Carnation 
37. Identified use 
issues       
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Permit 
Process

Improvement 

Written 
Product 

Education 
and 

Outreach 

Issue 
Identification 
and Analysis 

Code 
Development 

Policy 
Development 

Effective 
Compliance 

38. Two 
Emergency Farm 
Pad Permits 
39. Identify 
issues regarding 
segregations, 
non-tillable 
surfaces   

      

2009
40. Identify 
issues/comments 
on FARMS 
Report 

       

41. Factors 
Related to Size of 
Agricultural 
Buildings in 
Floodway 

   

42. Review 
FARMS Public 
Meeting 
Comments 
related to DDES 

   

43. Contribute to 
ADAP 
Streamlining (in 
process) 
44. Confirm 
Comp Storage 
Methodology for 
Farm Pads in 
2009 
45. Refine Rural 
Economic 
Strategies 

   

46. Flood 
Recovery Issues 
in Snoqualmie; 
rehabilitation of 
two farms 
47. “Farm Pad 
Workshop” - 
Preston 
48. Interagency 
Discussion of 
Shoreline Master 
Plan &  
Agriculture 
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Permit 
Process

Improvement 

Written 
Product 

Education 
and 

Outreach 

Issue 
Identification 
and Analysis 

Code 
Development 

Policy 
Development 

Effective 
Compliance 

49. Howard 
Hanson Flood 
Preparedness 
Planning 

   

50. Issues related 
to Wastewater 
from Horse 
Washing 
Facilities 

   

51. “Three Flood 
Preparedness 
Workshops” – 
Green River 
Valley 
52. Identify 
Commercial 
Agricultural 
Building Permit 
Process Issues 

   

53. Two Code 
Compliance 
Cases Slaughter 
Facilities 

   

54. Development 
Issues on FPP 
Parcels in 
Enumclaw APD 

   

55. Changes to 
CAO for Farm 
Pads 
57.”Farm Pad 
Permit Pre-APP 
Workshop” in 
field 
58. Expedited 
Farm Pad Permit 
Process 
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Regulatory Issues Identified by the Agriculture Commission 
 
The Agriculture Commission has created a list of regulatory issues based on input from farmers, 
rural land owners, stakeholders, and commissioners over the years.  The priority was established 
by the Agriculture Commission, based on what they heard at the FARMS public meetings. 
 
Although many of the issues are addressed in the FARMS Report, the list has not been evaluated 
by King County to determine if particular issues are valid or require regulatory changes.  The 
issues included in the list were chosen by the Agriculture Commission alone, without 
endorsement by King County.   
 
 
Protecting the APDs and Farming in the APDs  
High Priority: 

• Drainage from upslope development onto the APDs 
• The effects of flooding in the APDs 
• Streamlined ADAP (Agricultural Drainage Assistance Program) 
• Alluvial fan deposition below areas that are cleared and developed 
• Low-cost remediation of debris slides on alluvial fans  
• Planting of farmland as mitigation for buildings or other infrastructure in “grazed wet 

meadows” 
• Production for food and fiber through regulations and incentives, including finding and 

using mechanisms that discourage or prevent residential estate development on farm land 
• Barriers for managing water  
• Dredging of the Tolt River Fan and gravel bars in the river to increase its capacity and 

reduce the likelihood of flooding 
• Voluntary enhancement of habitat areas in the APDs  

Lower Priority 
• Reservoirs upslope of farms to reduce the amount of water flowing down streams into the 

APD in order “to take top off floods” 
• Prevention of direct discharges to the river from large developments in the Snoqualmie 

 
Ag Friendly Regulations for Farmers 
High Priority 

• Farmworker housing 
• Farm pads large enough to accommodate future expansion of the agricultural operation 
• Redefine wastewater/sewage from on-farm processing so that it can be used for irrigation 

and not be considered “industrial wastewater” 
• Milking parlors and other farm infrastructure on farm pads 
• Beavers and removal of beaver dams that are causing drainage problems 

Medium Priority 
• Compensatory storage restrictions on farm access roads, manure bins, and other farm 

infrastructure in the floodplain 
• Protection from damage caused by coyotes, deer, elk and other animals 

Lower Priority 
• The 200 square foot limit of agricultural structures that can be constructed without 

obtaining a permit 
• Permitting requirements for animal waste containment 
• Size of manure storage facilities allowed without a permit 
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• Replacement of old houses in a floodway without the rule that it must be done within a 
year of the house being destroyed 

• Restrictions to wells 
• Allow existing septic systems to remain within the floodplain by revising the approach to 

“repair” versus “new” systems 
• Fire code and temporary labor thresholds that require expensive sprinkler systems 
• Health code regulations regarding public use of farms for activities such as education and 

ecotourism 
• Limitations on sewer hookups in APDs 

 
How the Regulations are Applied 

• Continue the work programs of the Rural Coordinator, CAO assistance, and Agriculture 
Permit Team to improve agriculture-appropriate permit process and code compliance 
resolution 

• Time, process, and cost required to obtain necessary agricultural permits 
• Cost of residential permits for operating farms 
• A less compartmentalized agricultural permit track that does not treat infrastructure on an 

existing farm as “new development,” including a permit for agricultural buildings.  
• Work with the Army Corps of Engineers to reduce the time it takes to obtain permits 
• Alternative building materials for some small agricultural structures 

 
 
 

Department of Natural Resources and Parks 
Water and Land Resources Division 
201 S. Jackson Street, Suite 600 
Seattle, WA  98104 
 
 
Claire Dyckman 
Claire.dyckman@kingcounty.gov 
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